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CASES  ADJUDGED 


SUPEEME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES, 


OCTOBER  TEEM,  1893. 


PRIMROSE   V.  WESTERN    UNION    TELEGRAPH 
COMPANY. 

ERROR  TO  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 
EASTERN   DISTRICT  OF  PENNSYLVANIA. 

No.  M.    Argaed  November  1, 2, 1898.  —  Decided  May  26, 1894. 

A  BtipnlAtion  between  a  telegraph  company  and  the  sender  of  a  message, 
that  the  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  mistakes  in  the  transmission  or 
delivery  of  a  message,  beyond  the  sum  received  for  sending  it,  unless 
the  sender  orders  it  to  be  repeated  by  being  telegraphed  back  to  the 
originating  office  for  comparison,  and  pays  half  that  sum  in  addition,  is 
reasonable  and  valid. 

In  an  action  by  the  sender  of  a  cipher  message  against  a  telegraph  company, 
which  is  not  informed,  by  the  message  or  otherwise,  of  the  nature, 
importance  or  extent  of  the  transaction  to  which  it  relates,  or  of  the 
position  which  the  plaintiff  would  probably  occupy  If  the  message  were 
correctly  transmitted,  the  measure  of  damages  for  mistakes  In  its  trans- 
mission or  delivery  is  the  sum  paid  for  sending  it. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  January  25, 1888, 
by  Frank  J.  Primrose,  a  citizen  of  Pennsylvania,  against  the 
Western  Union  Telegraph  Company,  a  corporation  of  New 
York,  to  recover  damages  for  a  negligent  mistake  of  the 
defendant's  agents  in  transmitting  a  telegraphic  message  from 
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the  plaintiff  at  Philadelphia  to  his  agent  at  Waukeney  in  the 
State  of  E^ansas. 

The  defendant  pleaded :  1st,  not  guilty ;  2d,  that  the 
message  was  an  unrepeated  message,  and  was  also  a  cipher 
and  obscure  message,  and  therefore  by  the  contract  between 
the  parties  under  which  the  message  was  sent  the  defendant 
was  not  liable  for  the  mistake.  At  the  trial,  the  following 
facts  were  proved  and  admitted : 

On  June  16, 1887,  the  plaintiff  wrote  and  delivered  to  the 
defendant  at  Philadelphia,  for  transmission  to  his  agent, 
William  B.  Toland,  at  Ellis  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  a  message 
upon  one  of  the  defendant's  printed  blanks,  the  words  printed 
below  in  italics  being  the  words  written  therein  by  the  plain- 
tiff,  to  wit : 

"THE  WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 
"TUOS.  T.  EGKEBT,  General  Manafrer.  NOBYIN  OBEEN,  President. 


*  Reoelver's  No. 


TlmeFUed 
18 


Check 


*'  Send  the  following  message  subject  to  the  terms  \  ,- .^^  |^  ,»q<* 

on  back  hereof,  which  are  hereby  agreed  to.       /  •'"'**  *®'  ^*^^' 

"To  Wm.  B.  Toland,  Ellis,  Kansas, 

**  Despot  am  exceedingly  btisy  bay  all  kinds  quo  perhaps  bracken  haJf  of  it 
mince  moment  promptly  of  purchases. 

'' FRANK  J.  PBIMB08E. 

*^  CVBEAD  THE  NOTICE  AND  AGREEMENT  ON  BACK  OF  THIS  BLANK,  .^^k  *' 

Upon  the  back  of  the  message  was  the  following  printed 
matter: 

"ALL  IfESSAOES  TAKEN  BY  THIS  COMPANY  ARE  SUBJECT 
TO  THE  FOLLOWING  TERMS: 
**  To  gnard  against  mistakes  or  delays,  the  sender  of  a  message  shoald 
order  it  REPEATED ;  that  is,  telegraphed  back  to  the  originating  office  for 
comparison.  For  this,  one  half  the  regular  rate  is  charged  in  addition.  It 
is  agreed  between  the  sender  of  the  following  message  and  this  Company, 
that  said  Company  shall  not  be  liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  trans- 
mission or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery  of  any  unrepeated  message, 
whether  happening  by  negligence  of  its  servants  or  otherwise,  beyond  the 
amoont  received  for  sending  the  same ;  nor  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the 
transmission  or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery  of  any  repeated  message, 
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beyoQd  fifty  times  the  sam  received  for  sending  the  same,  nnless  specially 
insured ;  nor  in  any  case  for  delays  arising  from  nnavoidable  interruption 
in  the  working  of  its  lines,  or  for  errors  in  cipher  or  obscnre  messages. 
And  this  company  is  hereby  made  the  agent  of  the  sender,  without  liability, 
to  forward  any  message  over  the  lines  of  any  other  company  when  necessary 
to  reach  its  destination. 

"  Correctness  in  the  transmission  of  a  message  to  any  point  on  the  lines 
of  this  company  can  be  insubed  by  contract  in  writing,  stating  agreed 
amount  of  risk,  and  payment  of  premium  thereon,  at  the  following  rates, 
in  addition  to  the  usual  charge  for  repeated  messages,  viz.,  one  per  cent  for 
any  distance  not  exceeding  1000  miles,  and  two  per  cent  for  any  greater 
distance.    No  employ6  of  the  company  is  authorized  to  vary  the  foregoing. 

'^  No  responsibility  regarding  messages  attaches  to  this  Company  until 
the  same  are  presented  and  accepted  at  one  of  its  ti*ansmitting  offices ;  and 
if  a  message  is  sent  to  such  office  by  one  of  the  Company's  messengers,  he 
acts  for  that  purpose  as  the  agent  of  the  sender. 

*^  Messages  will  be  delivered  free  within  the  established  free  delivery 
limits  of  the  terminal  office.  For  delivery  at  a  greater  distance,  a  special 
charge  will  be  made  to  cover  the  cost  of  such  delivery. 

*•*•  The  Company  will  not  be  liable  for  damages  or  statutory  penalties  in 
any  case  where  the  claim  is  not  presented  in  writing  within  sixty  days  after 
the  message  is  filed  with  the  Company  for  transmission. 

•'  THOS.  T.  ECKERT,  Genl  Manager.    NORVIN  GREEN,  President" 

On  the  evening  of  the  same  day,  an  agent  of  the  defendant 
delivered  to  Toland,  at  Waukeney,  upon  a  blank  of  the  de- 
fendant company,  the  message  in  this  form,  the  written  words 
being  printed  below  in  italics : 

"THE  WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 

**Tbto  ComiMny  TKANSMrTS  and  DELIVEBS  messages  only  on  conditions  limiting  its 
daUHty,  wUeh  hare  been  assented  to  by  the  sender  of  the  ibiloiwing  message. 

**  Errors  can  be  guarded  against  onty  by  repeating  a  message  baok  to  the  Hending  station  for 
eomparison,  and  the  Company  will  not  hold  itself  liable  for  errors  or  delays  in  transmission  or 
dflliTeiy  of  UNBEPEATED  MESSAGES,  beyond  the  amount  of  tolls  paid  thereon,  nor  in  any 
case  where  the  daJm  Is  not  presented  in  writing  within  sixty  days  after  sending  the  message. 

-**Thls  la  an  UNBEPEATED  MESSAGE,  and  Is  deUrered  by  request  of  the  sender,  under  the 
eondltlona  named  aborei 

"THOS.  T.  ECKEBT,  General  Manager.  NORVIN  GREEN,  President. 


NUMBER 


SENT  BY 
8. 


REC'D  BY 

F.K, 


CHECK. 
89  CoUeei  8  extra  word9. 


*•  RECEIVED  at  5  K.  p,  m.  June  16,  1887. 

"  Dated  PKOaddphia,  16.  Forwarded  from  EllU, 

"To  W.  B.  Toland,  Waukeney,  Kansas. 

*'  Destroy  am  exceedingly  busy  buy  all  kinds  quo  perhaps  bracken  half  of  it 
mince  moment  promptly  of  purchase, 

''FBANKJ.  PRIMBOSSr 
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The  difference  between  the  message  as  sent  and  as  delivered 
is  shown  below,  where  so  much  of  the  message  sent  as  was 
omitted  in  that  delivered  is  in  brackets,  and  the  words  substi- 
tuted in  the  message  delivered  are  in  italics. 

"  [Despot]  Destroy  am  exceedingly  busy  [bay]  buy  all  kinds 
quo  perhaps  bracken  half  of  it  mince  moment  promptly  of 
purchase[s]." 

By  the  private  cipher  code  made  and  used  by  the  plaintiff 
and  Toland,  the  meaning  of  these  words  was  as  follows : 

"  Yours  of  the  [fifteenth]  seventeenth  received ;  am  exceed- 
ingly busy ;  [I  have  bought]  buy  all  kinds,  five  hundred  thou- 
sand pounds ;  perhaps  we  have  sold  half  of  it ;  wire  when  you 
do  anything;  send  samples  immediately,  promptly  of  [pur- 
chases] purchaseP 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  on  June  16,  1887,  he  wrote  the 
message  in  his  own  office  on  one  of  a  bunch  or  book  of  the 
defendant's  blanks  which  he  kept  at  hand,  and  sent  it  to 
the  defendant's  office  at  Philadelphia ;  that  he  had  a  running 
account  with  the  defendant's  agent  there,  which  he  settled 
monthly,  amounting  to  $180  for  that  month  ;  that  he  did  not 
then  read,  and  did  not  remember  that  he  had  ever  before  read, 
the  printed  matter  on  the  back  of  the  blanks ;  and  that  he 
paid  the  usual  rate  of  $1.15  for  this  message,  and  did  not  pay 
for  a  repetition  or  insurance  of  it. 

He  also  testified  that  he  then  was,  and  for  many  years  had 
been,  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  wool  all 
over  the  country,  and  had  employed  Toland  as  his  agent  in 
that  business,  and  early  in  June,  1887,  sent  him  out  to  Kansas 
and  Colorado  with  instructions  to  buy  50,000  pounds,  and  then 
to  await  orders  from  him  before  buying  more;  that,  before 
June  12,  Toland  bought  50,000  pounds,  and  then  stopped 
baying ;  and  that  he  had  sent  many  telegraphic  messages  to 
Toland  during  that  month  and  previously,  using  the  same 
code. 

The  defendant's  agent  at  Philadelphia,  called  as  a  witness 
for  the  plaintiff,  testified  that  he  sent  this  message  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  knew  that  he  was  a  dealer  in  wool,  and  that 
Toland  was  with  him,  but  in  what  capacity  he  did  not  know ; 
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that  he  had  frequently  sent  messages  for  him,  and  considered 
him  one  of  his  best  customers  during  the  wool  season ;  that 
telegraphic  messages  by  the  present  system  were  sent  and 
received  by  sound,  and  were  all  dots  and  dashes ;  that  "  b  " 
was  a  dash  and  three  dots,  and  ^'  y  "  was  two  dots,  a  space  and 
then  two  dots ;  and  that  the  diflference  between  "  a  "  and  "  u  " 
was  one  dot,  "a"  being  a  dot  and  a  dash,  and  " u "  two  dots 
and  a  dash,  and  the  pause  upon  the  last  touch  of  the  ^^  u  "  ; 
that  an  experienced  telegraph  operator,  if  the  words  were 
properly  rapped  out  and  he  was  paying  proper  attention, 
could  not  well  mistake  the  one  for  the  other,  but  might  be 
misled  if  he  was  not  careful ;  and  that  it  was  very  likely  that 
another  dot  could  be  put  in  if  there  was  any  interruption  in 
the  wire.  He  further  testified  that  there  was  a  great  diflfer- 
ence between  the  words  "despot"  and  "destroy"  in  tele- 
graphic symbols  ;  and  that  the  letter  "  s  "  was  made  by  three 
<lots,  so  that,  if  an  operator  received  the  word  "purchases" 
over  the  wires,  and  wrote  down  "  purchase,"  he  omitted  three 
dots  from  the  end  of  the  word. 

The  plaintiflT  introduced  depositions,  taken  in  September, 
1888,  of  one  Stevens  and  one  Smith,  who  were  respectively 
telegraph  operators  of  the  defendant  at  Brookville  and  at  Ellis 
in  the  State  of  Kansas,  on  June  16,  1887. 

Stevens  testified  that  Brookville  was  a  relay  station  of  the 
company,  at  which  messages  from  the  East  were  repeated 
westward ;  that  on  that  day  one  Tindall,  his  fellow  operator 
in  the  Brookville  oflice,  handed  him  a  copy  in  Tindall's  hand- 
writing of  the  message  in  question,  (an  impression  copy  of 
which  he  identified  and  annexed  to  his  deposition,)  containing 
the  words  "  despot "  and  "  bay,"  and  he  immediately  trans- 
mitted it  word  for  word  to  Ellis ;  that  the  equipment  of  the 
oflfice  at  Brookville  was  in  every  respect  good  and  sufficient, 
and  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  the  wires  between  it  and 
Ellis  having  been  in  other  than  good  condition  on  that  day. 

Smith  testified  that  on  that  day  he  received  the  message  at 
Ellis  from  Brookville,  and  immediately  wrote  it  down  word 
for  word,  just  as  received,  (and  identified  and  annexed  to  his 
deposition  an  impression  copy  of  what  he  then  wrote  down,) 
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containing  the  words  "  destroy  "  and  "  buy,"  and  transmitted 
it,  exactly  as  he  received  it,  to  Waukeney,  to  which  Toland 
had  directed  any  messages  for  him  to  be  forwarded ;  and  that 
the  office  at  Ellis  was  well  and  sufficiently  equipped  for  its 
work,  but  he  could  not  recall  what  was  the  condition  of  the 
wires  between  it  and  Brookville. 

The  plaintiff  also  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
June  16, 1887,  was  a  bright  and  beautiful  day  at  Ellis  and 
Waukeney;  that  Toland,  upon  receiving  the  message  at 
Waukeney,  made  purchas.es  of  about  300,000  pounds  of  wool ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  settling  with  the  sellers  thereof,  suf- 
fered a  loss  of  ixpwards  of  $20,000. 

The  Circuit  Court,  following  White  v.  We^m  Union  Tel. 
Co,^  5  McCrary,  103,  and  Jones  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.^  18 
Fed.  Rep.  717,  ruled  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  gross  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  that,  as  the  message 
had  not  been  repeated,  the  plaintiff,  by  the  terms  printed  upon 
the  back  of  the  message,  and  referred  to  above  his  signature 
on  its  face,  could  not  recover  more  than  the  sum  of  $1.15, 
which  he  had  paid  for  sending  it.  The  plaintiff  not  claiming 
that  sum,  the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and 
rendered  judgment  thereon.  The  plaintiff  tendered  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  and  sued  out  this  writ  of  error. 

Mr.  Joseph  de  F.  Junkin^  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Oeorge 
Junkva  on  the  brief,)  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

I.  A  telegraph  company  is  a  common  carrier,  and  subject 
to  the  law  of  common  carriers.  This  point  has  never  been 
squarely  before  this  court ;  but  in  Delaware  <&  Atlantic  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Postal  Tel.  Co.,  3  U.  S.  App.  30,  105,  it  was  said  by 
Butler,  J. : 

*'  It  is  no  longer  open  to  question  that  telephone  and  tele- 
graph companies  are  subject  to  the  rules  governing  common 
carriers  and  others  engaged  in  like  public  employment. 

'^  This  has  been  so  frequently  decided  that  the  point  must 
be  regarded  as  settled. 

"  While  it  has  not  been  directly  before  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  cases  in  which  it  has  been  so  determined 
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are  cited  approvingly  by  that  court  in  Bvdd  v.  New  Tork^  143 
U.  S.  517. 

''  This  case  adheres  to  and  confirms  the  doctrine  of  Mv/rm  v. 
lUinoiSj  94  U.  S.  113,  which  is  the  leading  case  on  defining 
the  law  relating  to  common  carriers." 

See  also  Shearman  and  Bedfield  on  Negligence,  §§  354,  355, 
where  the  position  for  which  we  are  contending  is  presented 
in  a  manner  that  seems  to  us  to  be  unanswerable. 

II.  Being  a  common  carrier,  a  telegraph  company  cannot 
legally  impose  conditions  upon  one  whose  message  it  accepts 
for  transmission,  relieving  itself  from  responsibility  for  dam- 
ages to  the  sender,  resulting  from  its  own  negligence. 

As  was  said  by  the  trial  judge  in  this  case,  the  cases  in  the 
various  state  courts  where  the  decisions  turned  upon  this  prop- 
osition, are  very  numerous  and  look  both  ways. 

More  or  less  well  considered  afBirmative  discussions  of  this 
proposition  will  be  found  in  the  following  decisions  of  the 
state  courts :  Rittenhovse  v.  Indq>e7ident  Telegraphy  1  Daly, 
474,  and  44  N.  Y.  263 ;  Turner  v.  Hawkeye  Td,  Co.^  41  Iowa, 
458 ;  Western  Union  Td.  Co,  v.  Meek^  49  Indiana,  53 ;  WeBiern 
Union  Td.  Go.  v.  Fenton^  52  Indiana,  1 ;  Tyler  v.  We%tem 
Union  Td.  Co,,  60  Illinois,  421,  and  74  Illinois,  168;  Ayer  v. 
Western  Union  Td.  Co.^  79  Maine,  493;  Bartlett  v.  Wesf^ern 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  62  Maine,  209 ;  True  v.  InUrnaHonal  Td.  Co., 
60  Maine,  9 ;  Tdegraph  Co.  v.  Griswold,  37  Ohio  St.  301 ; 
Western  Union  Td.  Co.  v.  CraU,  38  Kansas,  679;  Western 
Union  Td.  Co.  v.  Howell,  38  Kansas,  685;  Dorgan  v.  Tde- 
graph Co.,  1  Am.  Law  Times,  (N.  S.,)  406 ;  N.  Y.  <&o.  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Dryburgh,  35  Penn.  St.  298 ;  Hibbard  v.  Western-  Union  Td. 
Co.,  33  Wisconsin,  558 ;  Candee  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  34 
Wisconsin,  471 ;  La  Orange  v.  Southwestern  Td.  Co.,  25  La. 
Ann.  383.  See  also  Wharton  on  Negligence,  §  763 ;  Shearman 
and  Bedfield  on  Negligence,  §§  558,  559,  565. 

In  Ayer  v.  Western  Union  Td.  Co.,  79  Maine,  493,  496-498, 
it  is  said :  ^^  The  defendant  claims  its  liability  is  limited  to  the 
amount  paid  for  the  transmission  of  the  message.  It  claims 
this  limitation  on  two  grounds. 

"  1.  The  company  relies  upon  a  stipulation  made  by  it  with 
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the  plaintiff,  as  follows :  ^  All  messages  taken  by  this  company 
are  subject  to  the  following  terms :  To  guard  against  mistakes 
or  delays,  the  sender  of  the  message  should  order  it  repeated; 
that  is,  telegraphed  back  to  the  originating  office  for  com- 
parison. For  this,  one-half  the  regular  rate  is  charged  in  ad- 
dition. It  is  agreed  between  the  sender  of  the  following 
message  and  this  company,  that  said  company  shall  not  be 
liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission,  or  delivery, 
or  for  non-delivery  of  any  unrepeated  message,  whether  hap- 
pening by  negligence  of  its  servants  or  otherwise,  beyond  the 
amount  received  for  sending  the  same.'  This  is  the  usual 
stipulation  printed  on  telegraph  blanks,  and  was  known  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  was  printed  at  the  top  of  the  paper  upon  which 
he  wrote  and  signed  his  message.  He  did  not  ask  to  have  the 
message  repeated. 

'^  Is  such  a  stipulation  in  the  contract  of  transmission  valid 
as  a  matter  of  contract  assented  to  by  the  parties,  or  is  it  void 
as  against  public  policy  ?    We  think  it  is  void. 

"Telegraph  companies  are  quasi  public  servants.  They 
receive  from  the  public  valuable  franchises.  They  owe  the 
public,  care  and  diUgence.  Their  business  intimately  concerns 
the  public.  Many  and  various  interests  are  practically  de- 
pendent upon  it.  Nearly  all  interests  may  be  affected  by  it. 
Their  negligence  in  it  may  often  work  irreparable  mischief 
to  individuals  and  communities.  It  is  essential  for  the  public 
good,  that  their  duty  of  using  care  and  diligence  be  rigidly 
enforced.  They  should  no  more  be  allowed  to  effectually 
stipulate  for  exemption  from  this  duty,  than  should  a  carrier  of 
passengers,*  or  any  other  party  engaged  in  a  public  business. 

"This  rule  does  not  make  telegraph  companies  insurers. 
It  does  not  make  them  answer  for  errors  not  resulting  from 
their  negligence.  It  only  requires  the  performance  of  their 
plain  duty.  It  is  no  hardship  upon  them.  They  engage  in 
the  business  voluntarily.  They  have  the  entire  control  of 
their  servants  and  instruments.  They  invite  the  public  to 
entrust  messages  to  them  for  transmission.  They  may  insist 
on  their  compensation  in  advance.  Why,  then,  should  they 
refuse  to  perform  the  common  duty  of  care  and  diligence? 


PRIMROSE  v.   WESTERN   UNION  TELEGRAPH.       9 

Argument  for  PlaiDtlff  in  Error.  ' 

Why  should  they  make  conditions  for  such  performance? 
Having  taken  the  message  and  the  pay,  why  should  they  not 
do  all  things  (including  the  repeating)  necessary  for  correct 
transmission  ?  Why  should  they  insist  on  special  compensa- 
tion for  using  any  particular  mode  or  instrumentality,  as  a 
guard  against  their  own  negligence?  It  seems  clear  to  us 
that,  having  undertaken  the  business,  they  ought,  without 
qualification,  to  do  it  carefully,  or  beT  responsible  for  their  want 
of  care. 

"  It  is  true  there  are  numerous  cases  in  other  States  holding 
otherwise,  but  we  think  the  doctrine  above  stated  is  the  true 
one,  in  harmony  with  the  previous  decisions  of  this  court. 
True  V.  Inteimational  Tel.  Co.^  60  Maine,  1 ;  Ba9*tleU  v.  Wes^ 
em  Union  Tel.  Co.,  62  Maine,  209." 

In  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  HaU,  124  U.  S.  444,  458, 
Mr.  Justice  Matthews,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
says :  "  Where  the  negligence  of  the  telegraph  company  con- 
sists, not  in  delaying  the  transmission  of  the  message,  but  in 
transmitting  a  message  erroneously  so  as  to  mislead  the  party 
to  whom  it  is  addressed,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  he  acts  in 
the  purchase  or  sale  of  property,  the  actual  loss  based  upon 
changes  in  market  value  are  clearly  within  the  value  for  es- 
timating damages.  Of  this  class  examples  are  to  be  found  in 
the  cases  of  Turner  v.  Hawkeye  Telegraph  Co.,  41  Iowa,  458, 
and  RiUenhoiise  v.  Independent  Line  of  TeUgrajph,  44  N.  Y. 
263." 

In  Dorgan  v.  The  Telegraph  Co.,  1  Amer.  Law  Times,  (N.  S.,) 
406,  Mr.  Justice  Woods  said:  "The  telegraph  company  is 
engaged  in  a  quasi  public  employment.  Incalculable  sums 
depend  upon  the  alacrity,  care,  and  good  faith  which  it  brings 
to  the  discharge  of  its  duties.  The  whole  business  of  the 
commercial  world  is  to  a  degree  dependent  upon  it.  The 
public  has  a  right  to  exact  at  least  ordinary  diligence.  A 
common  carrier  is  not  allowed  to  protect  himself  by  contract 
from  liability  for  the  result  of  his  own  negligence. 

"There  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  why  the  same  rule 
should  not  be  applied  to  a  telegraph  company." 

The  law  as  to  the  liability  of  common  carriers  has  been  so 
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thoroaghly  settled  by  this  court  that  the  plaintiff  will  oontent 
himself  with  simply  stating  the  proposition  and  the  cases 
supporting  the  same  as  follows : 

A  common  carrier  cannot  stipulate  for  exemption  from  the 
consequences  of  his  own  neglect  or  that  of  his  servants. 
Hart  V.  Pennsyloania  Railroad,  112  U.  S.  338 ;  New  Jersey 
Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Merchant^  Bank,  6  How.  344 ;  York 
Manufacturing  Co.  v.  IlUnais  Central  RaH/road,  3  WalL 
107;  Southern  Express  Co.  v.  Caldwell,  21  WalL  264;  RaUr 
road  Compami  v.  Pratt,  22  Wall.  123;  Bank  of  Kentucky  v. 
Adams  lapress,  93  U.  S.  174 ;  Orand  Trunk  Rail/way  v. 
Stevens,  95  U.  8.  655. 

Apart  from  all  legal  views  of  the  subject,  every  consid- 
eration of  natural  justice  revolts  at  the  thought  of  bindings 
a  man  by  a  contract  which  he  has  not  read  or  which  has  not 
been  called  to  his  attention,  specifically,  and  especially,  a& 
in  this  case,  when  the  contract  to  which  he  is  alleged  to 
have  been  a  party  is  upon  the  back  of  the  paper  which  he 
signed. 

And  it  is  respectfully  submitted  that  the  law  of  this  land  is, 
or  should  be,  with  reference  to  these  matters,  that — 

1.  Where  a  telegraph  company,  vested  by  the  State  with 
the  power  of  eminent  domain  in  consideration  of  its  under- 
taking a  great  public  franchise,  accepts  for  pay  from  a  citizen 
a  message  for  transmission,  it  thereby  becomes  responsible 
for  the  accurate  and  exact  transmission  and  delivery  of  that 
which  it  received;  and  if  the  message  which  it  delivers 
differs  from  that  which  was  accepted  by  it  for  transmission, 
and  damage  results  to  the  sender,  the  proof  by  the  sender  of 
such  error  places  upon  the  company  the  burden  of  justifying 
its  negligence. 

2.  That  such  company  cannot  shift  its  responsibility  as 
such  common  carrier  by  printing  upon  its  blanks,  furnished 
to  the  senders  of  messages,  conditions  exempting  it  from  lia- 
bility for  errors  and  mistakes  in  the  transmission  of  the 
messages,  or  for  all  liability  in  cipher  or  obscure  messages  if 
it  once  accepts  the  messages  and  receives  pay  therefor. 

3.  That  such  company  certainly  cannot  limit  its  liability 
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by  such  conditions,  having  once  accepted  a  message  for  trans- 
mission,  and  received  pay  therefor,  unless  it  shows  affirmative 
notice  of  the  conditions  brought  home  to  the  sender. 

It  is  admitted  by  nearly  all  of  the  courts  and  cases  passing 
upon  the  subject,  that  for  gross  errors  the  company  would  un- 
doubtedly be  liable;  that  when  a  gross  error  had  been 
committed,  even  the  restrictive  conditions  would  afford  no 
protection,  and  the  learned  judge  here  impliedly  goes  that  far. 

But  is  there  any  reason  for  the  drawing  of  such  distinction  ? 
What  is  a  gross  error  in  such  cases  ? 

The  plaintiff  in  any  case  against  a  telegraph  company,  is 
entirely  without  the  means  of  showing  how,  or  why,  or  when 
the  mistake  in  a  message  occurred,  excepting  as  he  obtains 
such  information  from  the  company  or  its  employfes. 

All  that  he  can  possibly  show  is  that  a  mistake  has  occurred, 
somewhere  and  somehow  occasioned  by  something  which  the 
defendant  had  done  or  omitted  to  do. 

The  defendant  is  bound  to  provide  the  best  possible  appara- 
tus and  the  most  experienced  operators  for  its  business.  It  is 
a  fact  of  which  the  courts  would  now  take  judicial  knowledge, 
that  a  telegraph  company  can  transmit  with  absolute  accuracy 
any  written  message  in  any  language  by  sound,  each  letter 
being  indicated  by  dots  and  pauses  (or  dashes,  as  they  are 
called)  in  the  working  of  the  telegraph  key. 

The  word  as  such  is  not  sent  over  the  wire  as  a  whole,  but 
letter  by  letter.  It  is  not  written  down  by  the  instrument, 
but  received  by  the  operator  by  means  of  the  sound  and 
written  by  him  upon  paper  as  he  hears  it. 

These  facts  are  in  evidence  in  this  case  as  well. 

There  is  therefore  no  reason  for  any  error  in  the  transmis- 
sion of  a  message  excepting  through  a  mistake  made  by  a 
n^ligent  operator,  or  through  some  outside  cause  over  which 
the  company  had  no  control.  The  clearness  or  obscurity  of  a 
message  has  nothing  to  do  with  its  accurate  transmission.  It 
would  thus  seem  clear  that  the  accurate  transmission  of  a 
cipher  message  or  word  is  a  matter  of  no  more  difficulty  than 
an  ordinary  message,  and  there  can  be  no  valid  reason  given 
in  support  of  the  arbitrary  condition  sought  to  be  imposed  by 
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defendant  in  the  matter  of  such  messages,  other  than  what 
applies  to  ordinary  words. 

If  a  letter  in  a  word  is  inaccurately  transmitted,  apart  from 
the  question  of  outside  influences,  the  error  must  have  come 
about  either  from  a  negligent  sign  by  the  sending  operator,  or 
from  a  negligent  hearing  by  the  receiving  operator.  And  the 
defendant  in  error  is  challenged  to  assign  other  causes  for  the 
same,  if  any  it  can  find. 

In  the  present  case,  it  was  afiirmatively  shown  that  the 
message  reached  its  last  operator  but  one,  with  exactness  — 
clearly  showing  how  easy  such  accuracy  was. 

Then  it  suffered  these  changes.  The  absence  of  outside, 
disturbing  agencies,  was  demonstrated  by  the  plaintiff  in  so  far 
as  he  could  be  expected  so  to  do,  when  it  was  shown  that  the 
atmospheric  conditions  at  Ellis  were  perfect. 

If  any  other  outside  influences  affected  the  wires  or  the 
message,  they  are  entirely  within  the  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  may  furnish  good  matter  of  a  defence  to  the 
jury. 

Mr,  Silas  W.  Pettitt  and  Mr.  John  H.  Dillon  for  defendant 
in  error.  Mr.  George  H.  Fearons  and  Mr.  Rvsh  Taggart  were 
on  their  brief. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  by  the  sender  of  a  telegraphic  message 
against  the  telegraph  company  to  recover  damages  for  a  mis- 
take in  the  transmission  of  the  message,  which  was  in  cipher, 
intelligible  only  to  the  sender  and  to  his  own  agent,  to 
whom  it  was  addressed.  The  plaintiff  paid  the  usual  rate 
for  this  message,  and  did  not  pay  for  a  repetition  or  insurance 
of  it. 

The  blank  form  of  message,  which  the  plaintiff  filled  up  and 
signed,  and  wliich  was  such  as  he  had  constantly  used,  had 
upon  its  face,  immediately  above  the  place  for  writing  the 
message,  the  printed  words,   '^  Send  the  following  message 
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subject  to  the  terms  on  back  hereof,  which  are  hereby  agreed 
to ; "  and,  just  below  the  place  for  his  signature,  this  line : 
^'  49^  Read  the  notice  and  agreement  on  back  of  this  blank.  -»  " 

Upon  the  back  of  the  blank  were  conspicuously  printed  the 
words,  ^^  All  messages  taken  b}'^  this  company  are  subject  to 
the  following  terms,"  which  contained  the  following  conditions 
or  restrictions  of  the  liability  of  the  company  : 

^^  [1st.]  To  guard  against  mistakes  or  delays,  the  sender  of 
a  message  should  order  it  REPEATED;  that  is,  telegraphed 
back  to  the  original  oflBce  for  comparison.  For  this,  one 
half  the  regular  rate  is  charged  in  addition.  It  is  agreed 
between  the  sender  of  the  following  message  and  this  com- 
pany, that  said  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  mistakes  or 
delays  in  the  transmission  or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery,  of 
any  ukbefeated  message,  whether  happening  by  negligence 
of  its  servants  or  otherwise,  beyond  the  amount  received  for 
sending  the  same ; 

^'  [2d.]  nor  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission  or 
delivery,  or  for  non-delivery,  of  any  bepeatbd  message,  beyond 
fifty  times  the  sum  received  for  sending  the  same,  unless  spe- 
cially insured ; 

"  [3d.]  nor  in  any  case  for  delays  arising  from  unavoidable 
interruption  in  the  working  of  its  lines,  or  for  errors  in  cipher 
or  obscure  messages." 

After  stating  the  rates  at  which  correctness  in  the  transmis- 
sion of  a  message  may  be  insured,  it  is  provided  that  ^'  no  em- 
ploy6  of  the  company  is  authorized  to  vary  the  foregoing." 

"[4th.]  The  company  will  not  be  liable  for  damages  or 
statutory  penalties  in  any  case  where  the  claim  is  not  pre- 
sented in  writing  within  sixty  days  after  the  message  is  filed 
with  the  company  for  transmission." 

The  conditions  or  restrictions,  the  reasonableness  and  validity 
of  which  are  directly  involved  in  this  case,  are  that  part  of  the 
first,  by  which  the  company  is  not  to  be  liable  for  mistakes  in 
the  transmission  or  delivery  of  any  message,  beyond  the  sum 
received  for  sending  it,  unless  the  sender  orders  it  to  be 
repeated  by  being  telegraphed  back  to  the  originating  office 
for  comparison,  and  pays  half  that  sum  in  addition  ;  and  that 
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part  of  the  third,  by  which  the  company  is  not  to  be  liable  at 
all  for  errors  in  cipher  or  obscure  messages. 

Telegraph  companies  resemble  railroad  companies  and 
other  common  carriers,  in  that  they  are  instruments  of  com- 
merce ;  and  in  that  they  exercise  a  public  employment,  and 
are  therefore  bound  to  serve  all  customers  alike,  without  dis- 
crimination. They  have,  doubtless,  a  duty  to  the  public,  to 
receive,  to  the  extent  of  their  capacity,  all  messages  clearly 
and  intelligibly  written,  and  to  transmit  them  upon  reasonable 
terms.  But  they  are  not  common  carriers ;  their  duties  are 
diflferent,  and  are  performed  in  diflferent  ways ;  and  they  are 
not  subject  to  the  same  liabilities.  Express  Co.  v.  Caldwell^ 
21  Wall.  264,  269,  270  ;  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Texas,  105  P.  S.  460, 
464. 

The  rule  of  the  common  law,  by  which  common  carriers 
of  goods  are  held  liable  for  loss  or  injury  by  any  cause  what- 
ever, except  the  act  of  God,  or  of  public  enemies,  does  not 
extend  even  to  warehousemen  or  wharfingers,  or  to  any  other 
class  of  bailees,  except  innkeepers,  who,  like  carriers,  have 
peculiar  opportunities  for  embezzling  the  goods  or  for  collu- 
sion with  thieves.  The  carrier  has  the  actual  and  manual 
possession  of  the  goods ;  the  identity  of  the  goods  which  he 
receives  with  those  which  he  delivers  can  hardly  be  mistaken; 
their  value  can  be  easily  estimated,  and  may  be  ascertained 
by  inquiry  of  the  consignor,  and  the  carrier's  compensation 
fixed  accordingly ;  and  his  liability  in  damages  is  measured 
by  the  value  of  the  goods. 

But  telegraph  companies  are  not  bailees,  in  any  sense. 
They  are  entrusted  with  nothing  but  an  order  or  message, 
which  is  not  to  be  carried  in  the  form  or  characters  in  which 
it  is  received,  but  is  to  be  translated  and  transmitted  through 
different  symbols  by  means  of  electricity,  and  is  peculiarly 
liable  to  mistakes.  The  message  cannot  be  the  subject  of 
embezzlement;  it  is  of  no  intrinsic  value;  its  importance 
cannot  be  estimated,  except  by  the  sender,  and  often  cannot 
be  disclosed  by  him  without  danger  of  defeating  his  purpose ; 
it  may  be  wholly  valueless,  if  not  forwarded  immediately ; 
and  the  measure  of  damages,  for  a  failure  to  transmit  or 
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deliver  it,  has  no  relation  to  any  value  of  the  message  itself, 
except  as  such  value  may  be  disclosed  by  the  message,  or  bo 
agreed  between  the  sender  and  the  company. 

As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  speaking  for  this  court,  in 
Express  Co,  v.  CcddweUj  above  cited :  "  like  common  carriers, 
they  cannot  contract  with  their  employers  for  exemption 
from  liability  for  the  consequences  of  their  own  negligence. 
But  they  may  by  such  contracts,  or  by  their  rules  and  regu- 
lations brought  to  the  knowledge  of  their  employers,  limit 
the  measure  of  their  responsibility  to  a  reasonable  extent. 
Whether  their  rules  are  reasonable  or  unreasonable  must 
be  determined  with  reference  to  public  policy,  precisely  as  in 
the  case  of  a  carrier." 

By  the  settled  law  of  this  court,  common  carriers  of  goods 
or  passengers  cannot,  hj  any  contract  with  their  customers, 
wholly  exempt  themselves  from  liability  for  damages  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  themselves  or  their  servants.  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Lochwoody  17  Wall.  357 ;  Liverpool  Steam  Co.  v.  Phe- 
nix  Ins.  Co.^  129  H.  S.  397,  442,  and  cases  cited. 

But  even  a  common  carrier  of  goods  may,  by  special  con- 
tract with  the  owner,  restrict  the  sum  for  which  he  may  be 
liable,  even  in  case  of  a  loss  by  the  carrier's  negligence ;  and 
this  upon  the  distinct  ground,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Blatch- 
ford,  speaking  for  the  whole  court,  that  "  where  a  contract  of 
the  kind,  signed  by  the  shipper,  is  fairly  made,  agreeing  on  the 
valuation  of  the  property  carried,  with  the  rate  of  freight 
based  on  the  condition  that  the  carrier  assumes  liability  only 
to  the  extent  of  the  agreed  valuation,  even  in  case  of  loss  or 
•damage  by  the  negligence  of  the  carrier,  the  contract  will  be 
apheld  as  a  proper  and  lawful  mode  of  securing  a  due  propor- 
tion between  the  amount  for  which  the  carrier  may  be  respon- 
sible and  the  freight  he  receives,  and  of  protecting  himself 
against  extravagant  and  fanciful  valuations."  Hart  v.  Penn- 
syhania  EaOroad^  112  U.  S.  331,  343. 

By  the  regulation  now  in  question,  the  telegraph  company 
has  not  undertaken  to  wholly  exempt  itself  from  liability  for 
negligence ;  but  only  to  require  the  sender  of  the  message  to 
ihave  it  repeated,  and  to  pay  half  as  much  again  as  the  usual 
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price,  in  order  to  hold  the  company  liable  for  misUkeB  or  delays 
in  transmitting  or  ddivering,  or  for  not  delivering  a  meBsage, 
whether  happening  by  n^iigence  of  its  s^rants,  or  otherwise. 

In  We^m  Union  Td.  Co.  v.  HcM,  124  U.  S.  «4,  453,  the 
effect  of  sQch  a  regulation  was  presented  by  the  certificate 
of  the  Circoit  Conrt,  but  was  not  passed  upon  by  this  court, 
because  it  was  of  opinion  that  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  the 
damages  claimed  were  too  uncertain  and  remote. 

But  the  reasonableness  and  validity  of  such  r^ulations 
have  been  upheld  in  Mc Andrew  v.  Electric  Tel.  Co.^  17  C.  B. 
3,  and  in  Bo/xter  v.  Dominion  Tel.  Co.y  37  Upper  Canada  Q.  B. 
470,  as  well  as  by  the  great  preponderance  of  authority  in 
this  country.    Only  a  few  of  the  principal  cases  need  be  cited. 

In  the  earliest  American  case,  decided  by  the  Conrt  of 
Appeals  of  Kentucky,  the  reasons  for  upholding  the  validity 
of  a  regulatiob  very  like  that  now  in  question  were  thus 
stated :  ^'  The  public  are  admonished  by  the  notice,  that  in 
order  to  guard  against  mistakes  in  the  transmission  of  mes- 
sages, every  message  of  importance  ought  to  be  repeated. 
A  person  desiring  to  send  a  message  is  thus  apprised  that 
there  may  be  a  mistake  in  its  transmission,  to  guard  against 
which  it  is  necessary  that  it  should  be  repeated.  He  is  also 
notified  that  if  a  mistake  occur  the  company  wiU  not  be  re- 
sponsible for  it  unless  the  message  be  repeated.  There  is 
nothing  unreasonable  in  this  condition.  It  gives  the  party 
sending  the  message  the  option  to  send  it  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  hold  the  company  responsible,  or  to  send  it  for  a  less 
price  at  his  own  risk.  If  the  message  be  unimportant,  he 
may  be  willing  to  risk  it  without  paying  the  additional 
charge.  But  if  it  be  important  and  he  wishes  to  have  it  sent 
correctly,  he  ought  to  be  willing  to  pay  the  cost  of  repeating 
the  message.  This  regulation,  considering  the  accidents  to 
which  the  business  is  liable,  is  obviously  just  and  reasonable. 
It  does  not  exempt  the  company  from  responsibility,  but  only 
fixes  the  price  of  that  responsibility,  and  allows  the  person 
who  sends  the  message  either  to  transmit  it  at  his  own  risk 
at  the  usual  price,  or  by  paying  in  addition  thereto  half  the 
usual  price  to  have  it  repeated,  and  thus  render  the  company 
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liable  for  any  mistake  that  may  occur."  Camp  v.  Western 
Union  Tel  Co.,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  164,  168. 

In  Western  Union  Tel,  Co.  v.  CareWy  15  Mich.  625,  535,  536, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan  held  that  a  similar  regula- 
tion was  a  valid  part  of  the  contract  between  the  company 
and  the  sender,  whether  he  read  it  or  not.  "  The  regulation," 
said  Chief  Justice  Christiancy,  ^'  of  most,  if  not  all  telegraph 
companies  operating  extensive  lines,  allowing  messages  to  be 
sent  by  single  transmission  for  a  lower  rate  of  charge,  and 
requiring  a  larger  compensation  when  repeated,  must  be 
considered  as  highly  reasonable,  giving  to  their  customers 
the  option  of  either  mode,  according  to  the  importance  of  the 
message,  or  any  other  circumstance  which  may  affect  the 
question."  '^  The  printed  blank,  before  the  message  was  writ- 
ten upon  it,  was  a  general  proposition  to  all  persons  of  the 
terms  and  conditions  upon  which  messages  would  be  sent. 
By  writing  the  message  under  it,  signing  and  delivering  it 
for  transmission,  the  plaintiff  below  accepted  the  proposition, 
and  it  became  a  contract  upon  those  terms  and  conditions." 

In  Bimey  v.  New  York  ds  Washington  Tel.  Co.,  18  Mary- 
land, 341,  358,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Maryland,  while  rec- 
ognizing the  validity  of  similar  regulations,  held  that  they  did 
not  apply  to  a  case  in  which  no  effort  was  made  by  the  tele- 
graph company  or  its  agents  to  put  the  message  on  its  transit. 

In  United  States  Tel.  Co.  v.  OUdersleve,  29  Maryland,  282, 
246,  248,  the  same  court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Alvey, 
(since  Chief  Justice  of  Maryland,  and  of  the  Court  of  Appeads 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,)  said :  ''  The  appellant  had  a  clear 
right  to  protect  itself  against  extraordinary  risk  and  liability 
by  such  rules  and  regulations  as  might  be  required  for  the 
purpose."  "The  appellant  could  not,  by  rules  and  regulations 
of  its  own  making,  protect  itself  against  liability  for  the  con- 
sequences of  its  own  wilful  misconduct,  or  gross  negligence, 
or  any  conduct  inconsistent  with  good  faith ;  nor  has  it  at- 
tempted by  its  rules  and  regulations  to  afford  itself  such 
exemption.  It  was  bound  to  use  due  diligence,  but  not  to  use 
extraordinary  care  and  precaution.  The  appellee,  by  requiring 
the  message  to  be  repeated,  could  have  assured  himself  of  its 
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dispatch  and  accarate  transmission  to  the  other  end  of  the 
line,  if  the  wires  were  in  working  condition ;  or,  by  special 
contract  for  insurance,  could  have  secured  himself  against  all 
consequences  of  non-delivery.  He  did  not  think  proper,  how- 
ever, to  adopt  such  precaution,  but  chose  rather  to  take  the 
risk  of  the  less  expensive  terms  of  sending  his  message.  And 
having  refused  to  pay  the  extra  charge  for  repetition  or  insur- 
ance, we  think  he  had  no  right  to  rely  upon  the  declaration 
of  the  appellant's  agent  that  the  message  had  gone  through, 
in  order  to  fix  the  liability  on  the  company." 

In  PcLssmore  v.  Western  Onion  Tel.  Co.j  9  Phila.  90,  and 
78  Penn.  St.  238,  at  the  trial  in  the  district  court  of  Philadel- 
phia, there  was  evidence  that  Passmore,  of  whom  one  Edwards 
had  offered  to  purchase  a  tract  of  land  in  West  Virginia,  wrote 
and  delivered  to  the  company  at  Parkersburg,  upon  a  blank 
containing  similar  conditions,  a  message  to  Edwards  at  Phila- 
delphia, in  these  words :  "  I  hold  the  Tibbs  tract  for  you ;  all 
will  be  right,"  but  which,  as  delivered  by  the  company  in 
Philadelphia,  was  altered  by  substituting  the  word  'sold' 
for  '  hold ; '  and  that  Edwards  thereupon  broke  off  the  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  the  land,  and  Passmore  had  to  sell  it 
at  a  great  loss.  The  verdict  being  for  the  plaintiff,  the  court 
reserved  the  question  whether  the  defendant  was  liable,  inas- 
much as  the  plaintiff  had  not  insured  the  message,  nor  directed 
it  to  be  repeated ;  and  afterwards  entered  judgment  for  the 
defendant,  notwithstanding  the  verdict,  in  accordance  with  an 
opinion  of  Judge  Hare,*  the  most  important  parts  of  which 
were  as  follows : 

"  A  railway,  telegraph,  or  other  company,  charged  with  a 
duty  which  concerns  the  public  interest,  cannot  screen  them- 
selves from  liability  for  negligence ;  but  they  may  prescribe 
rules  calculated  to  insure  safety,  and  diminish  the  loss  in  the 
event  of  accident,  and  declare  that,  if  these  are  not  observed, 
the  injured  party  shall  be  considered  as  in  default,  and  pre- 
cluded by  the  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence.  The  rule 
must,  however,  be  such  as  that  reason,  which  is  said  to  be  the 
life  of  the  law,  can  approve ;  or,  at  the  least,  such  as  it  need 
not  condemn.     By  no  device  can  a  body  corporate  avoid  lia- 
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bility  for  fraud,  for  wilful  wrong,  or  for  the  gross  negligence 
which,  if  it  does  not  intend  to  occasion  injury,  is  reckless  of 
consequences,  and  transcends  the  bounds  of  right  with  full 
knowledge  that  mischief  may  ensue.  Nor,  as  I  am  inclined 
to  think,  will  any  stipulation  against  liability  be  valid,  which 
has  the  pecuniary  interest  of  the  corporation  as  its  sole  object, 
and  takes  a  safeguard  from  the  public  without  giving  anything 
in  return.  But  a  rule  —  which,  in  marking  out  a  path  plain  and 
easily  accessible,  as  that  in  which  the  company  guarantees 
that  every  one  shall  be  secure,  declares  that  if  any  man  prefers 
to  walk  outside  of  it,  they  will  accompany  him,  will  do  their 
best  to  secure  and  protect  him,  but  will  not  be  insurers,  will 
not  consent  to  be  responsible  for  accidents  arising  from  fortu- 
itous and  unexpected  causes,  or  even  from  a  want  of  care  and 
watchfulness  on  the  part  of  their  agents  —  may  be  a  reason- 
able rule,  and,  as  such,  upheld  by  the  courts." 

"The  function  of  the  telegraph  differs  from  that  of  the 
post-office  in  this,  that  while  the  latter  is  not  concerned  with 
the  contents  of  the  missive,  and  merely  agrees  to  forward  it 
to  its  address,  the  former  undertakes  the  much  more  difficult 
task  of  transcribing  a  message  written  according  to  one 
method  of  notation,  in  characters  which  are  entirely  different, 
with  all  the  liability  to  error  necessarily  incident  to  such  a 
process.  Nor  is  this  all.  The  telegraph  operator  is  separated 
by  a  distance  of  many  miles  from  the  paper  on  which  he 
writes,  so  that  his  eye  cannot  discern  and  correct  the  mis- 
takes committed  by  his  hand.  It  was  also  contended  during 
the  argument,  that  the  electric  fluid  which  is  used  as  the 
mediimi  of  communication  is  liable  to  perturbations  arising 
from  thunder  storms  and  other  natural  causes.  It  is,  there- 
fore, obvious  that  entire  accuracy  cannot  always  be  obtained 
by  the  greatest  care ;  and  that  the  only  method  of  avoiding 
error  is  to  compare  the  copy  with  the  original,  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  operator  to  whom  the  message  is  sent  should 
telegraph  it  back  to  the  station  whence  it  came." 

"  Obviously  he  who  sends  a  communication  is  best  qualified 
to  judge  whether  it  should  be  returned  for  correction.  If  he 
asks  the  company  to  repeat  the  message,  and  they  fail  to  com- 
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ply,  they  will  clearly  be  answerable  for  any  injury  that  may 
result  from  the  omission.  If  he  does  not  make  such  a 
request,  he  may  well  be  taken  to  have  acqniesoed  in  the 
conditions  which  they  prescribe,  and  at  all  events  cannot 
object  to  the  want  of  a  precaution  he  has  virtually  waived. 
It  is  not  a  just  ground  of  complaint  that  the  power  to  choose 
is  coupled  with  an  obligation  to  pay  an  additional  sum  to 
cover  the  cost  of  repetition.''  9  Phila.  92-94 ;  78  Penn.  St. 
242-244. 

The  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Penn- 
sylvania, for  the  reasons  given  by  Judge  Hare  and  above 
stated.  78  Penn.  St.  246 ;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Stevenr 
son,  128  Penn.  St.  442,  455. 

In  Breese  v.  United  States  Tel.  Co.,  48  N.  Y.  132,  the  plain- 
tiffs' agent  wrote,  at  his  own  office  in  Palmyra,  on  one  of 
the  company's  blanks,  substantially  like  that  now  before 
uif,  and  delivered  to  the  company  at  Palmyra,  a  mes- 
sage addressed  to  brokers  in  New  York,  and  in  these 
words,  "Buy  us  seven  ($700)  hundred  dollars  in  gold."  In 
the  statement  of  facts  upon  which  the  case  was  submitted,  it 
was  agreed  that  he  had  never  read  the  printed  part  of  the 
blank,  and  that  "  the  message  thus  delivered  was  transmitted 
from  the  office  at  Palmyra,  as  written ;  but,  by  some  error  of 
the  defendant's  operators  working  between  Palmyra  and 
New  York,"  it  was  received  in  New  York  and  delivered  in 
this  form,  "  Buy  us  seven  thousand  dollars  in  gold,"  and  the 
brokers  accordingly  bought  that  amount  for  the  plaintiffs, 
who  sold  it  at  a  loss.  It  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  and  that,  the  mes- 
sage not  having  been  repeated,  the  company  was  not  liable. 

In  Kiley  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  109  N.  Y.  231,  235- 
237,  a  similar  decision  was  made,  the  court  saying :  "  That  a 
telegraph  company  has  the  right  to  exact  such  a  stipulation 
from  its  customers  is  the  settled  law  in  this  and  most  of  the 
other  States  of  the  Union  and  in  England.  The  authorities 
hold  that  telegraph  companies  are  not  under  the  obligations 
of  common  carriers ;  that  they  do  not  insure  the  absolute  and 
accurate  transmission  of  messages  delivered  to  them;  that 
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they  have  the  right  to  make  reasonable  regulations  for  the 
transaction  of  their  business,  and  to  protect  themselves 
against  liabilities  which  they  would  otherwise  incur  through 
the  carelessness  of  their  numerous  agents,  and  the  mistakes 
and  defaults  incident  to  the  transaction  of  their  peculiar  busi- 
ness. The  stipulation  printed  in  the  blank  used  in  this  case 
has  frequently  been  under  consideration  in  the  courts,  and 
has  always  in  this  State,  and  generally  elsewhere,  been  up- 
held as  reasonable."  ^^  The  evidence  brings  this  case  within 
the  terms  of  the  stipulation.  It  is  not  the  case  of  a  message 
delivered  to  the  operator,  and  not  sent  by  him  from  his  office. 
This  message  was  sent,  and  it  may  be  inferred  from  the  evi- 
dence that  it  went  so  far  as  Buffalo,  at  least ;  and  all  that 
appears  further  is  that  it  never  reached  its  destination.  Why 
it  did  not  reach  there  remains  unexplained.  It  was  not 
shown  that  the  failure  was  due  to  the  wilful  misconduct  of 
the  defendant,  or  to  its  gross  negligence.  If  the  plaintiff 
had  requested  to  have  the  message  repeated  back  to  him, 
the  failure  would  have  been  detected  and  the  loss  averted. 
The  case  is,  therefore,  brought  within  the  letter  and  purpose 
of  the  stipulation." 

In  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts,  the  reason- 
ableness and  validity  of  such  regulations  have  been  repeatedly 
affirmed.  EUia  v.  Arnerican  Td.  Co.,  13  Allen,  226 ;  Redpath 
V.  WtiAem  Union  Tel,  Co.,  112  Mass.  71 ;  OrinneU  v.  Western 
Union  Td.  Co.,  113  Mass.  299;  Clement  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  137  Mass.  463. 

There  are  cases,  indeed,  in  which  such  regulations  have 
been  considered  to  be  wholly  void.  It  will  be  sufficient  to 
refer  to  those  specially  relied  on  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff,  many  of  which,  however,  upon  examination, 
appear  to  have  been  influenced  by  considerations  which  have 
no  application  to  the  case  at  bar. 

Some  of  them  were  actions  brought  not  by  the  sender,  but 
by  the  receiver  of  the  message,  who  had  no  notice  of  the 
printed  conditions  until  after  he  received  it,  and  could  not, 
therefore,  have  agreed  to  them  in  advance.  Such  were  New 
York  <&  Washington  Td.  Co.  v.  Dryburg,  36  Penn.  St.  298; 
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Harris  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  9  Phila.  88 ;  and  De  la 
Grange  v.  Soy4,h/westem  Td.  Co.^  25  La.  Ann.  383. 

Others  were  cases  of  night  messages,  in  which  the  whole 
provision  as  to  repeating  was  omitted,  and  a  sweeping  and 
comprehensive  provision  substituted,  by  which,  in  effect,  all 
liability  beyond  the  price  paid  was  avoided.  Trvs  v.  Inter- 
national Td.  Co.^  60  Maine,  9,  18 ;  BaHlett  v.  Western  Union 
Td.  Co.,  62  Maine,  209,  215 ;  Candee  v.  Western  Union  Td. 
Co.,  34  Wisconsin,  471,  476 ;  HiJthard  v.  Western  Union  Td. 
Co.,  33  Wisconsin,  558,  564.  In  BarUetCs  case,  the  court 
said :  ^'  Most,  if  not  all,  the  cases  upon  this  subject  refer  to 
rules  requiring  the  repeating  of  messages  to  insure' accuracy, 
and  seem  to  be  justified  in  their  conclusion  on  the  ground  that 
owing  to  the  liability  to  error,  from  causes  beyond  the  skill 
and  care  of  the  operator,  it  is  but  a  matter  of  common  care 
and  prudence  to  have  the  messages  repeated ;  the  neglect  of 
which  in  messages  of  importance,  after  being  warned  of  the 
danger,  is  a  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  sender,  and,  as 
the  person  sending  the  message  is  presumed  to  be  the  best 
judge  of  its  importance,  he  must  on  his  own  responsibility 
make  his  election  whether  to  have  it  repeated."  62  Maine, 
216,  217. 

The  passage  cited  from  the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  in  Ddawwre  dh  Atlantic  Telephone  Co.  v.  Postal  Tele- 
graph Co.,  3  U.  S.  App.  30,  105,  in  which  the  same  judge  who 
had  decided  the  present  case  in  the  Circuit  Court  said,  '^  It  is 
no  longer  open  to  question  that  telephone  and  telegraph  com- 
panies are  subject  to  the  rules  governing  common  carriers  and 
others  engaged  in  like  public  employment,"  had  regard,  as  is 
evident  from  the  context,  and  from  the  reference  to  Budd  v. 
New  York,  143  U.  S.  517,  to  those  rules  only  which  require 
persons  or  corporations  exercising  a  public  employment  to 
serve  all  alike,  without  discrimination,  and  which  make  them 
subject  to  legislative  regulation. 

In  Bittenhouse  v.  Independent  Telegraph,  1  Daly,  474,  and 
44  N.  Y.  263,  and  in  Turner  v.  Hawkeye  Td.  Co.,  41  Iowa, 
458,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  company  had  undertaken  to 
restrict  its  liability  by  express  stipulation. 
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The  Indiana  decisions  cited  appear  to  have  been  controlled 
by  a  statute  of  the  State,  enacting  that  telegraph  companies 
should  ^'  be  liable  for  special  damages  occasioned  by  failure 
or  negligence  of  their ,  operators  or  servants,  in  receiving, 
copying,  transmitting,  or  delivering  despatches."  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  JUeek^  49  Indiana,  53;  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Fentony  62  Indiana,  1. 

The  only  cases,  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  in  which,  independ- 
ently of  statute,  a  stipulation  that  the  sender  of  a  message, 
if  he  would  hold  the  company  liable  in  damages  beyond  the 
sum  paid,  must  have  it  repeated  and  pay  half  that  sum  in 
addition,  has  been  held  against  public  policy  and  void,  appear 
to  be  Tyler  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.y  60  Illinois,  421,  and  74 
Illinois,  168 ;  Ayer  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co,,  79  Maine,  493 ; 
Telegraph  Co.  v.  Oriswold,  37  Ohio  St.  301 ;  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  V.  *CraU,  38  Kansas,  679 ;  WesUm  Union  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Howdl^  38  Kansas,  685;  and  a  charge  to  the  jury  by  Mr. 
Justice  Woods,  when  Circuit  Judge,  as  reported  in  Dorgam,  v. 
Telegraph  Co.^  1  Amer.  Law  Times,  (N.  S.)  406,  and  not 
included  in  bis  own  reports. 

The  fullest  statement  of  reasons,  perhaps,  on  that  side  of 
the  question,  is  to  be  found  in  Tyler  v.  Western  Union  Td. 
Co.y  above  cited. 

In  that  case,  the  plaintiffs  had  written  and  delivered  to  the 
company  on  one  of  its  blanks,  containing  the  usual  stipulation 
as  to  repeating,  this  message,  addressed  to  a  broker,  '^  Sell  one 
hundred  (100)  Western  Union;  answer  price."  In  the  mes- 
sage, as  delivered  by  the  company  to  the  broker,  the  message 
was  changed  by  substituting  ^^one  thousand  (1000)."  It  was 
assumed  that  "  Western  Union  "  meant  shares  in  the  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Company.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois 
held  that  the  stipulation  was  '^  unjust,  unconscionable,  without 
consideration,  and  utterly  void."     60  Illinois,  439. 

The  propositions  upon  which  that  decision  was  based  may 
be  sufficiently  stated,  in  the  very  words  of  the  court,  as 
follows :  "  Whether  the  paper  presented  by  the  company,  on 
which  a  message  is  written  and  signed  by  the  sender  is  a 
contract  or  not,  depends  on  circumstances,"  and  ^'  whether  he 
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had  knowledge  of  its  terms  and  consented  to  its  restrictions  is 
for  the  jury  to  determine  as  a  question  of  fact  upon  evidence 
aliunde.^^  "  Admitting  the  paper  signed  by  the  plaintiffs  was 
a  contract,  it  did  not,  and  could  not,  exonerate  the  company 
from  the  use  of  ordinary  care  and  diligence,  both  as  to  their 
instruments  and  the  care  and  skill  of  their  operators."  ^'  The 
plaintiffs  having  proved  the  inaccuracy  of  the  message,  the 
defendants,  to  exonerate  themselves,  should  have  shown  how 
the  mistake  occurred ; "  and,  "  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  on 
their  part,  the  jury  should  be  told  the  presumption  was  a 
want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  company."  The 
printed  conditions  could  not  "protect  this  company  from 
losses  and  damage  occasioned  by  causes  wholly  within  their 
own  control,"  but  "  must  be  confined  to  mistakes  due  to  the 
infirmities  of  telegraphy,  and  which  are  unavoidable."  60 
Illinois,  4:31--i33. 

The  effect  of  that  construction  would  be  either  to  hold  tele- 
graph companies  to  be  subject  to  the  liability  of  common  car- 
riers, which  the  court  admitted  in  an  earlier  part  of  its  opinion 
that  they  were  not ;  or  else  to  allow  to  the  stipulation  no  effect 
whatever,  for,  if  they  were  not  common  carriers,  they  would 
not,  even  if  there  were  no  express  stipulation,  be  liable  for 
unavoidable  mistakes,  due  to  causes  over  which  they  had  no 
control. 

But  the  final,  and  apparently  the  principal,  ground  for  that 
decision  was  restated  by  the  court,  when  the  case  came  before 
it  a  second  time,  as  follows :  '^  On  the  question  whether  the 
regulation  requiring  messages  to  be  repeated,  printed  on  the 
blank  of  the  company  on  which  a  message  is  written,  is 
a  contract,  we  held,  it  was  not  a  contract  binding  in  law, 
for  the  reason  the  law  imposed  upon  the  companies  duties  to 
be  performed  to  the  public,  and  for  the  performance  of  which 
they  were  entitled  to  a  compensation  fixed  by  themselves,  and 
which  the  sender  had  no  choice  but  to  pay,  no  matter  how  ex- 
orbitant it  might  be.  Among  these  duties,  we  held,  was  that 
of  transmitting  messages  correctly ;  that  the  tariff  paid  was 
the  consideration  for  the  performance  of  this  duty  in  each  par- 
ticular case,  and  when  the  charges  were  paid  the  duty  of  the 
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company  began,  and  there  was,  therefore,  no  consideration  for 
the  supposed  contract  requiring  the  sender  to  repeat  the  mes- 
sage  at  an  additional  cost  to  him  of  fifty  per'  cent  of  the 
original  charges."    74  Illinois,  170,  171. 

The  fallacy  in  that  reajsoning  appears  to  us  to  be  in  the 
assumption  that  the  company,  under  its  admitted  power  to  fix 
a  reasonable  rate  of  compensation,  establishes  the  usual  rate 
as  the  compensation  for  the  duty  of  transmitting  any  message 
whatever.  Whereas,  what  the  company  has  done  is  to  fix 
that  rate  for  those  messages  only  which  are  transmitted  at  the 
risk  of  the  sender ;  and  to  require  payment  of  the  higher  rate 
of  half  as  much  again  if  the  company  is  to  be  liable  for  mis- 
takes or  delays  in  the  transmission  or  delivery  or  in  the  non- 
delivery of  a  message. 

Indeed,  that  learned  court  frankly  admitted  that  its  decision 
was  against  the  general  current  of  authority,  saying :  ^^  It  must, 
however,  be  conceded  that  there  is  great  harmony  in  the 
decisions  that  these  companies  can  protect  themselves  from 
loss,  by  contract,  and  that  such  a  regulation  as  the  one  under 
which  appellees  defended,  is  a  reasonable  regulation  and 
amounts  to  a  contract."  And  again  :  ''  We  are  not  satisfied 
%ith  the  grounds  on  which  a  majority  of  the  decisions  of 
respectable  courts  are  placed."     60  Illinois,  430,  431,  435. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  message,  as  appeared  by  the  plain- 
tiff's own  testimony,  was  written  by  him  at  his  office  in  Phila- 
delphia, upon  one  of  a  bunch  of  the  defendant's  blanks,  which 
he  kept  there  for  the  purpose.  Although  he  testified  that  he 
did  not  remember  to  have  read  the  printed  matter  on  the  back 
he  did  not  venture  to  say  that  he  had  not  read  it ;  still  less, 
that  he  had  not  read  the  brief  and  clear  notices  thereof  upon 
the  face  of  the  message,  both  above  the  place  for  writing  the 
message,  and  below  his  signature.  There  can  be  no  doubt, 
therefore,  that  the  terms  on  the  back  of  the  message,  so  far 
as  they  were  not  inconsistent  with  law,  formed  part  of  the 
contract  between  him  and  the  company  under  which  the  mes- 
sage was  transmitted. 

The  message  was  addressed  by  the  plaintiff  to  his  own 
agent  in  Kansas,  was  written  in  a  cipher  understood  by  them 
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only,  and  was  in  these  words :  ^'  Despot  am  exceedingly  busy 
bay  all  kinds  quo  perhaps  bracken  half  of  it  mince  moment 
promptly  of  purchases."  As  delivered  by  the  company  to 
the  plaintiff's  agent  in  Kansas,  it  had  the  words  ^^  destroy " 
instctftd  of  "  despot,"  "  buy  "  instead  of  "  bay,"  and  "  purchase  " 
instead  of  ^^  purchases." 

The  message  having  been  sent  and  received  on  June  16,  the 
mistake,  in  the  first  word,  of  "despot"  for  "destroy,"  by 
which,  for  a  word  signifying,  to  those  understanding  the 
cipher,  that  the  sender  of  the  message  had  received  from  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  addressed  his  message  of  June  15, 
there  was  substituted  a  word  signifying  that  his  message  of 
June  17  had  been  received,  (which  was  evidently  impossible,) 
could  have  had  no  other  effect  than  to  put  him  on  his  guard 
as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  message  delivered  to  him. 

The  mistake  of  substituting,  for  the  last  word  "  purchase " 
in  the  singular,  the  word  "purchases"  in  the  plural,  would 
seem  to  have  been  equally  unimportant,  and  is  not  suggested 
to  have  done  any  harm. 

The  remaining  mistake,  which  is  relied  on  as  the  cause  of 
the  injury  for  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  damages 
in  this  action,  consisted  in  the  change  of  a  single  letter,  by 
substituting  "  u  "  for  "  a,"  so  as  to  put  "  buy  "  in  the  place  of 
"  bay."  By  the  cipher  code,  "  buy  "  had  its  common  meaning, 
though  the  message  contained  nothing  to  suggest  to  any  one, 
except  the  sender  or  his  agent,  what  the  latter  was  to  buy ; 
and  the  word  "  bay,"  according  to  that  code,  had  (what  no 
one  without  its  assistance  could  have  conjectured)  the  mean- 
ing  of  "  I  have  bought." 

The  impression  copies  of  the  papers  kept  at  the  defendant's 
offices  at  Brookville  and  Ellis,  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  (which 
were  annexed  to  the  depositions  of  operators  at  those  ofSces, 
and  given  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial,)  prove  that 
the  message  was  duly  transmitted  over  the  greater  part  of  its 
route,  and  as  far  as  Brookville ;  for  they  put  it  beyond  doubt 
that  the  message,  as  received  and  written  down  by  one  of  the 
operators  at  Brookville,  was  in  its  original  form;  and  that, 
as  written  down  by  the  operator  at  Ellis,  it  was  in  its  altered 
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form.  While  the  testimony  of  the  deponents  is  conflicting, 
there  is  nothing  in  it  to  create  a  suspicion  that  either  of  them 
did  not  intend  to  tell  the  tratb.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  the 
case,  tending  to  show  that  there  was  any  defect  in  the  defend- 
ant's instruments  or  equipment,  or  that  any  of  its  operators 
were  incompetent  persons. 

If  the  change  of  words  in  the  message  was  owing  to  mistake 
or  inattention  of  any  of  the  defendant's  servants,  it  would 
seem  that  it  must  have  consisted  either  in  a  want  of  plain- 
ness of  the  handwriting  of  Tindall,  the  operator  who  took  it 
down  at  Brookville,  or  in  a  mistake  of  his  fellow  operator, 
Stevens,  in  reading  that  writing,  or  in  transmitting  it  to  Ellis ; 
or  else  in  a  mistake  of  the  operator  at  Ellis,  in  taking  down 
the  message  at  that  place.  If  the  message  had  been  repeated, 
the  mistake,  from  whatever  cause  it  arose,  must  have  been 
detected  by  means  of  the  differing  versions  made  and  kept 
at  the  offices  at  Ellis  and  Brookville. 

As  has  been  seen,  the  only  mistake  of  any  consequence  in 
the  transmission  of  the  message  consisted  in  the  change  of 
the  word  "  bay  "  into  "  buy,"  or  rather  of  the  letter  "  a  "  into 
"  u."  In  ordinary  handwriting,  the  likeness  between  these 
two  letters,  and  the  likelihood  of  mistaking  the  one  for  the 
other,  especially  when  neither  the  word  nor  the  context  has 
any  meaning  to  the  reader,  are  familiar  to  all ;  and  in  tele- 
graphic sjrmbols,  according  to  the  testimony  of  the  only  wit- 
ness upon  the  subject,  the  difference  between  these  two  letters 
is  a  single  dot. 

The  conclusion  is  irresistible,  that  if  there  was  negligence 
on  the  part  of  any  of  the  defendant's  servants,  a  jury  would 
not  have  been  warranted  in  finding  that  it  was  more  than 
ordinary  negligence ;  and  that,  upon  principle  and  authority, 
the  mistake  was  one  for  whidh  the  plaintiff,  not  having  had 
the  message  repeated  according  to  the  terms  printed  upon  the 
back  thereof,  and  forming  part  of  his  contract  with  the  com- 
pany, could  not  recover  more  than  the  sum  which  he  had  paid 
for  sending  the  single  message. 

Any  other  conclusion  would  restrict  the  right  of  telegraph 
companies  to  regulate  the  amount  of  their  liability  within 


28  OCTOBER  TERM,  1893. 

Opinion  of  the  Court 

narrower  limits  than  were  allowed  to  common  carriers  in 
Hart  V.  Pennsylvania  Railroad^  already  cited,  in  which  five 
horses  were  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  railroad  company 
for  transportation  under  a  bill  of  lading,  signed  by  him  and 
by  its  agent,  which  stated  that  the  horses  were  to  be  trans- 
ported upon  the  terms  and  conditions  thereof,  ''  admitted  and 
accepted  by  "  the  plaintiff  '^  as  just  and  reasonable,''  and  that 
freight  was  to  be  paid  at  a  rate  specified,  on  condition  that 
the  carrier  assumed  a  liability  not  exceeding  two  hundred 
dollars  on  each  horse ;  and  the  Circuit  Court,  and  this  court, 
on  writ  of  error,  held  that  the  contract  between  the  parties 
could  not  be  controlled  by  evidence  that  one  of  the  horses 
was  killed  by  the  negligence  of  the  railroad  company,  and 
was  a  race  horse,  worth  fifteen  thousand  dollars.  2  McCrary, 
333  ;  112  U.  S.  331. 

It  is  also  to  be  remembered  that,  by  the  third  condition 
or  restriction  in  the  printed  terms  forming  part  of  the  con- 
tract between  these  parties,  it  is  stipulated  that  the  company 
shall  not  be  ^^  liable  in  any  case  "  ^'  for  errors  in  cipher  or 
obscure  messages;"  and  that  it  is  further  stipulated  that 
"  no  employ^  of  the  company  is  authorized  to  vary  the  fore- 
going," which  evidently  includes  this,  as  well  as  other  restric- 
tions. 

It  is  difScalt  to  see  anything  unreasonable,  or  against  pub- 
lic policy,  in  a  stipulation  that  if  the  handwriting  of  a  mes- 
sage, delivered  to  the  company  for  transmission,  is  obscure, 
so  as  to  be  read  with  diflBculty,  or  is  in  cipher,  so  that  the 
reader  has  not  the  usual  assistance  of  the  context  in  ascer- 
taining particular  words,  the  company  will  not  be  responsible 
for  its  miscarriage,  and  that  none  of  its  agents  shall,  by  at- 
tempting to  transmit  such  a  message,  make  the  company 
responsible. 

As  the  message  was  taken  down  by  the  telegraph  operator  at 
Brookville  in  the  same  words  in  which  it  was  delivered  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  company  at  Philadelphia,  it  is  evident  that 
no  obscurity  in  the  message,  as  originally  written  by  the 
plaintiff,  had  anything  to  do  with  its  failure  to  reach  its  ulti- 
mate destination  in  the  same  form. 
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Bat  it  oertainly  was  a  cipher  message ;  and  to  hold  that 
the  acceptance  by  the  defendant's  operator  at  Philadelphia 
made  the  company  liable  for  errors  in  its  transmission  would 
not  only  disregard  the  express  stipulation  that  no  employ^ 
of  the  company  could  vary  the  conditions  of  the  contract,  but 
would  wholly  nullify  the  condition  as  to  cipher  messages,  for 
the  fact  that  any  message  is  written  in  cipher  must  be  appar- 
ent to  every  reader. 

Beyond  this,  under  any  contract  to  transmit  a  message  by 
telegraph,  as  under  any  other  contract,  the  damages  for  a 
breach  must  be  limited  to  those  which  may  be  fairly  consid- 
ered as  arising  according  to  the  usual  course  of  things  from 
the  breach  of  the  very  contract  in  question,  or  which  both 
parties  must  reasonably  have  understood  and  contemplated, 
when  making  the  contract,  as  likely  to  result  from  its  breach. 
This  was  directly  adjudged  in  Wester7i  Union  Td.  Co.  v. 
BaU,  124  F.  S.  444. 

In  Hadley  v.  Baxendale,  9  Exch.  345,  decided  in  1854,  ever 
since  considered  a  leading  case  on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic, 
and  approved  and  followed  by  this  court  in  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.  V.  HaUj  above  cited,  and  in  Howard  v.  StiUweU  Co.^ 
139  U.  S*  199,  206,  207,  Baron  Alderson  laid  down,  as  the 
principles  by  which  the  jury  ought  to  be  guided  in  estimating 
the  damages  arising  out  of  any  breach  of  contract,  the  follow- 
ing :  "  Where  two  parties  have  made  a  contract  which  one  of 
them  has  broken,  the  damages  which  the  other  party  ought 
to  receive  in  respect  of  such  breach  of  contract  should  be 
such  as  may  fairly  and  reasonably  be  considered  either  arising 
naturally,  i.e.  according  to  the  usual  course  of  things,  from 
such  breach  of  contract  itself,  or  such  as  may  reasonably  be 
supposed  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both  parties, 
at  the  time  they  made  the  contract,  as  the  probable  result  of 
the  breach  of  it.  Now,  if  the  special  circumstances  under 
which  the  contract  was  actually  made  were  communicated 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  and  thus  known  to  both 
parties,  the  damages  resulting  from  the  breach  of  such  a  con- 
tract, which  they  would  reasonably  contemplate,  would  be 
the  amount  of  injury  which  would  ordinarily  follow  from  a 
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breach  of  contract  under  these  special  circumstances  so  known 
and  communicated.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  these  special 
circumstances  were  wholly  unknown  to  the  party  breaking 
the  contract,  he,  at  the  most,  could  only  be  supposed  to  have 
bad  in  his  contemplation  the  amount  which  would  arise  gen- 
erally, and  in  the  great  multitude  of  cases  not  affected  by  any 
special  circumstances,  from  such  a  breach  of  contract."  9 
Exch.  354,  355. 

In  Sanders  v.  Stuart^  which  was  an  action  by  commission 
merchants  against  a  person  whose  business  it  was  to  collect 
and  transmit  telegraph  messages,  for  neglect  to  transmit  a 
message  in  words  by  themselves  wholly  unintelligible,  but 
which  could  be  understood  by  the  plaintiffs'  correspondent 
in  New  York  as  giving  a  large  order  for  goods,  whereby  the 
plaintiffs  lost  profits,  which  they  would  otherwise  have  made 
by  the  transaction,  to  the  amount  of  £150,  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Coleridge,  speaking  for  himself  and  Lords  Justices  Brett  and 
Lindley,  said :  '^  Upon  the  facts  of  this  case  we  think  that  the 
rule  in  Hadley  v.  Baaendale  applies,  and  that  the  damages 
recoverable  are  nominal  only.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide, 
and  we  do  not  give  any  opinion  how  the  case  might  be,  if 
the  message,  instead  of  being  in  language  utterly  unintelli- 
gible, had  been  conveyed  in  plain  and  intelligible  words.  It 
was  conveyed  in  terms  which,  as  far  as  the  defendant  was 
concerned,  were  simple  nonsense.  For  this  reason,  the  second 
portion  of  Baron  Alderson's  rule  clearly  applies.  No  such 
damages  as  above  mentioned  could  be  '  reasonably  supposed 
to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both  parties,  at  the 
time  they  made  the  contract,  as  the  probable  result  of  the 
breach  of  it ; '  for  the  simple  reason  that  the  defendant,  at 
least,  did  not  know  what  his  contract  was  about,  nor  what, 
nor  whether  any,  damage  would  follow  from  the  breach  of 
it.  And  for  the  same  reason,  viz.,  the  total  ignorance  of  the 
defendant  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract,  (an  igno- 
rance known  to,  and,  indeed,  intentionally  procured  by  the 
plaintiffs,)  the  first  portion  of  the  rule  applies  also ;  for  there 
are  no  damages  more  than  nominal  which  can  'fairly  and 
reasonably  be  considered  as  arising  naturally,  i,e,  according 
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to  the  usual  course  of  things,  from  the  breach '  of  such  a  con- 
tract as  this."  1  C.  P.  D.  326,  328 ;  45  Law  Journal,  (N.  S.,) 
O.  P.  682,  684. 

In  United  States  Tel.  Co,  v.  CHldersleve,  already  referred  to, 
which  was  an  action  by  the  sender  against  a  telegraph  com- 
pany for  not  delivering  this  message  received  by  it  in  Balti- 
more, addressed  to  brokers  in  New  York,  "Sell  fifty  (50) 
gold,"  Mr.  Justice  Alvey,  speaking  for  the  Court  of  Appeals 
of  Maryland,  and  applying  the  rule  of  Hadley  v.  Baxendaley 
above  cited,  said : "  While  it  was  proved  that  the  dispatch  in 
-question  would  be  understood  among  brokers  to  mean  fifty 
thousand  dollars  of  gold,  it  was  not  shown,  nor  was  it  put  to 
the  jury  to  find,  that  the  appellant's  agents  so  understood 
it,  or  whether  they  understood  it  at  all.  *  Sell  fifty  gold ' 
may  have  been  understood  in  its  literal  import,  if  it  can  be 
properly  said  to  have  any,  or  was  as  likely  to  be  taken  to 
mean  fifty  dollars,  as  fifty  thousand  dollars,  by  those  not 
initiated.  And  if  the  measure  of  responsibility  at  all  depends 
upon  a  knowledge  of  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case, 
it  would  certainly  follow  that  the  nature  of  this  dispatch 
should  have  been  communicated  to  the  agent  at  the  time  it 
was  offered  to  be  sent,  in  order  that  the  appellant  might  have 
observed  the  precautions  necessary  to  guard  itself  against 
the  risk.  But  without  reference  to  the  fact  as  to  whether 
the  appellant  had  knowledge  of  the  true  meaning  and  char- 
acter of  the  dispatch,  and  was  thus  enabled  to  contemplate 
the  consequences  of  a  breach  of  the  contract,  the  jury  were 
instructed  that  the  appellee  was  entitled  to  recover  to  the 
full  extent  of  his  loss  by  the  decline  in  gold.  In  thus  in- 
.structing  the  jury,  we  think  the  court  committed  error,  and 
that  its  ruling  should  be  reversed."     29  Maryland,  232,  251. 

In  Baldvnn  v.  United  States  Tel.  Co.^  which  was  an  action 
by  the  senders  against  the  telegraph  company,  for  not  deliver- 
ing this  message,  "  Telegraph  me  at  Rochester  what  that  well 
is  doing,"  Mr.  Justice  Allen,  speaking  for  the  court  of  Appeals 
of  New  York,  said  :  "  The  message  did  not  import  that  a  sale 
of  any  property,  or  any  business  transaction,  hinged  upon  the 
prompt  delivery  of  it,  or  upon,  any  answer  that  might  be 
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recced.  For  all  the  purposes  for  which  the  (daintifb  desbed 
the  informatioiL,  the  raeassige  might  as  well  have  bem  in  a 
cipher^  or  in  an  unknown  tongue.  It  indicated  nothing  to 
pot  the  defendant  upon  the  alert,  or  from  which  it  coold  be 
inferred  that  anj  special  or  pecoLiar  loss  would  ensne  from  a 
non-delivery  of  it.  Whenever  special  or  extraordinatfj  dam- 
ages, soch  as  woold  not  natnrally  or  ordinarily  foQow  a  breach* 
have  been  awarded  for  the  non-performance  €i  contracts^ 
whether  for  the  sale  or  carriage  of  goods*  or  for  the  delirerv 
of  messages  by  telegraph,  it  has  been  for  the  reason  that  the 
contracts  hare  been  made  with  reference  to  pecnliar  <nrcam- 
stances  known  to  both,  and  the  particular  loss  has  been  in  the 
contemplation  of  both,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract, 
as  a  contingency  that  might  foDow  the  non-performance." 
**  The  dispatch  not  indicating  any  porpose,  other  than  that  of 
obtaining  snch  information  as  an  owner  of  property  might 
desire  to  hare  at  all  times  and  without  reference  to  a  sale,  or 
even  a  stranger  might  ask  for  purposes  entirely  f<Me]gn  to  the 
property  itself,  it  is  very  evident  that,  wbateTer  may  have 
been  the  special  purpose  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  def endsjit  had 
no  knowledge  or  means  of  knowledge  of  it,  and  could  not 
hare  contemfdated  either  a  loss  of  a  sale,  or  a  sale  at  an  under 
value,  or  any  other  disposition  of  or  dealing  vrith  the  well  or 
any  other  property,  as  the  probable  or  possible  result  of  a 
breach  of  its  contract.  The  loss  which  would,  naturally  and 
neoessarfly,  result  from  the  failure  to  deliver  the  message, 
would  be  the  money  paid  for  its  transmission,  and  no  other 
damages  can  be  claimed  upon  the  evidence  as  resulting  from 
the  alleged  breach  of  duty  by  the  defendant"  45  K.  Y.  744, 
749,  760,  752.  See  also  HaH  v.  Direct  Cable  Co.,  86  N.  Y. 
638. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  in  Tyler  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.,  above  cited,  took  notice  of  the  fact  that  in  that  case 
*^  the  dispatch  disclosed  the  nature  of  the  business  as  fully  as 
the  case  demanded."  60  lUinois,  434.  And  in  the  recent 
case  of  Postal  Td.  Co.  v.  Latkrop,  the  same  court  said :  '^  It  is 
clear  enough  that,  applying  the  rule  in  Hadley  v.  BaxendalSj 
stipra,  a  recovery  cannot  be  had  for  a  failure  to  correctly 
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transmit  a  mere  cipher  dispatch  unexplained,  for  the  reason 
that  to  one  unacquainted  with  the  meaning  of  the  ciphers  it 
is  wholly  unintelligible  and  nonsensical.  An  operator  would, 
therefore,  be  justifiable  in  saying  that  it  can  contain  no  in- 
formation of  value  as  pertaining  to  a  business  transaction ; 
and  a  failure  to  send  it,  or  a  mistake  in  its  transmission,  can 
reasonably  result  in  no  pecuniary  loss."  131  Illinois,  575, 
585. 

The  same  rule  of  damages  has  been  applied,  upon  failure  of 
a  telegraph  company  to  transmit  or  deliver  a  cipher  message, 
in  one  of  the  Wisconsin  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
in  many  cases  in  other  courts.  Candee  v.  Western  Union 
Td.  Co,,  34  Wisconsin,  471,  479-481 ;  Jieaxtpre  v.  Pacific  dk 
Atlantic  TeL  Co.y  21  Minnesota,  156 ;  Mackay  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  16  Nevada,  222 ;  Domiel  v.  Western  Union 
TeL  Co.,  61  Texas,  452 ;  Cannon  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co., 
100  No.  Car.  300;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  32 
Florida,  527 ;  Behm  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  8  Bissell,  131 ; 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Martin,  9  Brad  well,  587 ;  Aheles  v. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  37  Missouri  App.  554 ;  Kinghome  v. 
Montreal  Tel.  Co.,  18  Upper  Canada  Q.  B.  60,  69. 

In  the  present  case,  the  message  was,  and  was  evidently 
intended  to  be,  wholly  unintelligible  to  the  telegraph  company 
or  its  agents.  They  were  not  informed,  by  the  message  or 
otherwise,  of  the  nature,  importance  or  extent  of  the  transac- 
tion to  which  it  related,  or  of  the  position  which  the  plaintiff 
would  probably  occupy  if  the  message  were  correctly  trans- 
mitted. Mere  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  wool  mer- 
chant, and  that  Toland  was  in  his  employ,  had  no  tendency  to 
show  what  the  message  was  about.  According  to  any  under- 
standing which  the  telegraph  company  and  its  agents  had,  or 
which  the  plaintiff  could  possibly  have  supposed  that  they 
had,  of  the  contract  between  these  parties,  the  damages  which 
the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  in  this  action,  for  losses  upon 
wool  purchased  by  Toland,  were  not  such  as  could  reasona- 
bly be  considered,  either  as  arising,  according  to  the  usual 
course  of  things,  from  the  supposed  breach  of  the  contract 
itself,  or  as  having  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both  parties, 
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when  they  made  the  contract,  as  a  probable  result  of  a  breach 
of  it. 

In  any  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  it  was  rightly  mled  by 
the  Circuit  Court  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  in  this  action 
no  more  than  the  sum  which  he  had  paid  for  sending  the 


Judgment  affirmed. 

Mb.   Chief    Justicb    Fuller   and    Mb.  Justice    Hablan 
dissented. 

Mb.  Justice  Whtte,  not  having  been  a  member  of  the  court 
when  this  case  was  argued,  took  no  part  in  its  decision. 


SCOTT    iK   McNEAL. 

KRROB  TO   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OP   THE   STATE   OF   WASHINGTON. 
No.  SOO.    Sabmltted  October  23, 189S.  —  Deddcd  May  14, 18M. 

A  court  of  probate,  In  the  exercise  of  its  Jarisdlction  over  the  probate  <»f 
wills  and  the  administration  of  estates  of  deceased  persons,  has  no  Jaris> 
diction  to  appoint  an  administrator  of  the  estate  of  a  living  person ;  and 
its  orders,  made  after  public  notice,  appointing  an  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  a  person  who  is  in  fact  alive,  although  he  has  been  absent  and 
not  heard  from  for  seven  years,  and  licensing  the  administrator  to  sell 
his  land  for  payment  of  his  debts,  are  void,  and  the  purchaser  at  the 
sale  takes  no  title,  as  against  him. 

A  judgment  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State,  by  which  the  purchaser,  at  an 
administrator's  sale  under  order  of  a  probate  court,  of  land  of  a  living 
person,  who  had  no  notice  of  its  proceedings,  is  held  to  be  entitled  to 
the  land  as  against  him,  deprives  him  of  his  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  contrary  to  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  is  reviewable  by  this  court  on  writ  of  error. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  January  14, 1893, 
in  the  Superior  Court  of  Thurston  County  in  the  State 
of  Washington,  by  Moses  H.  Scott  against  John  McNeal  and 
Augustine  McNesd  to  recover  possession  of  a  tract  of  land  in 
that  county. 
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At  the  trial,  it  was  conceded  that  the  title  in  this  land  was 
in  the  plaintiff  until  1888 ;  and  he  testified  that  be  entered 
into  possession  thereof,  and  made  improvements  thereon,  and 
had  never  parted  with  the  possession,  nor  authorized  any  one 
to  go  upon  the  land ;  that  he  had  demanded  possession  of  the 
defendants,  and  they  had  withheld  it  from  him ;  and  that  its 
rental  value  was  $100  a  year. 

The  defendants  denied  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  claimed  title 
in  themselves  under  a  deed  from  an  administrator  of  the  plain- 
tiff's estate,  appointed  in  April,  1888 ;  and  in  their  answer 
alleged  that  in  March,  1881,  the  plaintiff  mysteriously  disap- 
peared from  his  place  of  abode,  and  without  the  knowledge  of 
those  with  whom  he  had  been  accustomed  to  associate,  and 
remained  continuously  away  until  July,  1891,  and  was  gener- 
ally believed  by  his  former  associates  to  be  dead ;  and  specifi- 
cally alleged,  and  at  the  trial  offered  evidence  tending  to 
prove,  the  following  facts : 

On  April  2,  1888,  Mary  Scott  presented  to  the  probate 
court  of  tfce  county  of  Thurston,  in  the  Territory  of  Wash- 
ington, a  petition  for  the  appointment  of  R.  H.  Milroy  as  ad- 
ministrator of  the  estate  of  the  plaintiff,  alleging  '<  that  one 
Moses  H.  Scott,  heretofore  a  resident  of  the  above  named 
county  and  Territory,  mysteriously  disappeared  some  time  dur- 
ing the  month  of  March,  1881,  and  more  than  seven  years  ago ; 
that  careful  inquiry  made  by  relatives  and  friends  of  said 
Moses  H.  Scott,  at  different  times  since  his  said  disappearance, 
has  failed  to  give  any  trace  or  information  of  his  whereabouts, 
or  any  evidence  that  he  is  still  living;  that  your  petitioner 
verily  believes  that  said  Moses  H.  Scott  is  dead,  and  has  been 
dead  from  the  time  of  his  said  disappearance ; "  that  he  was 
never  married,  and  left  no  last  will  or  testament  yet  heard  of ; 
that  he  left  real  estate  in  his  own  right  in  this  county,  of  the 
value  of  $600,  more  or  less ;  that  his  heirs  were  three  minor 
children  of  a  deceased  brother;  and  that  the  petitioner  was  a 
judgment  creditor  of  Scott. 

Notice  of  that  petition  was  given  by  posting  in  three  public 
places,  as  required  by  law,  a  notice,  dated  April  7, 1888,  signed 
by  the  probate  judge,  and  in  these  words :  "  In  the  Probate 
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Court  of  Thurston  County,  W.  T.  —  Mary  Scott  having  filed 
in  this  court  a  petition  praying  for  the  appointment  of  R.  H. 
Milroy  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Moses  H.  Scott,  notice 
is  hereby  given  that  the  hearing  and  consideration  of  said 
petition  has  been  fixed  for  Friday,  April  20, 1888,  at  10  o'clock 
A.M.,  at  the  office  of  the  undersigned." 

-  At  the  time  thus  appointed,  the  prpbate  court,  after  ap- 
pointing a  guardian  ad  litem  for  said  minors,  and  hearing 
witnesses,  made  an  order  by  which,  "  it  duly  apf)earing  that 
said  Moses  H.  Scott  disappeared  over  seven  years  ago,  and 
that  since  said  time  nothing  has  been  heard  or  known  of  him 
by  his  relatives  and  acquaintances,  and  that  said  relatives  and 
acquaintances  believe  him  to  be  dead,  and  that  his  surround- 
ings, when  last  seen  (about  eight  years  ago),  and  the  circum- 
stances of  that  time  and  immediately  and  shortly  afterwards, 
were  such  as  to  give  his  relatives  and  acquaintances  the  belief 
that  he  was  murdered  at  about  that  time ;  and  it  appearing  that 
he  has  estate  in  this  county :  Now,  therefore,  the  court  find 
that  the  said  Moses  H.  Scott  is  dead  to  all  legal  intents  and 
purposes,  having  died  on  or  about  March  25,  1888;  and  no 
objections  having  been  filed  or  made  to  the  said  petition  of 
Mary  Scott,  and  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  the  minor  heirs 
herein  consenting,  it  is  ordered  that  said  R.  H.  Milroy  be 
appointed  administrator  of  said  estate,  and  that  letters  of 
guardianship  issue  to  him  upon  his  filing  a  good  and  sufficient 
bond  in  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars."  Letters  of  adminis- 
tration were  issued  to  Milroy,  and  he  gave  bond  accordingly. 

On  July  16, 1888,  the  probate  court,  on  the  petition  of  Mil- 
roy as  administrator,  and  after  the  usual  notice,  and  with  the 
consent  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  said  minors,  made  an 
order,  authorizing  Milroy  as  administrator  to  sell  all  Scott's 
real  estate.  Pursuant  to  this  order,  he  sold  by  public  auction 
the  land  now  in  question,  for  the  price  of  $301.60,  to  Samuel 
C.  Ward.  On  November  26,  1888,  the  probate  court  con- 
firmed the  sale,  the  land  was  conveyed  to  Ward,  and  the 
purchase  money  was  received  by  Milroy,  and  was  afterwards 
applied  by  him  to  the  payment  of  a  debt  of  Soott,  secured  by 
mortgage  of  the  land. 
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On  November  26, 1889,  Ward  conveyed  this  land  by  war- 
ranty deed  to  the  defendants,  for  a  consideration  paid  of  $800; 
and  the  defendants  forthwith  took  and  since  retained  posses- 
sion of  the  land,  and  made  valuable  improvements  thereon. 

At  the  time  of  the  oflfer  of  this  evidence,  the  plaintiff  ob- 
jected to  the  admission  of  the  proceedings  in  the  probate 
court,  upon  the  ground  that  they  were  absolutely  void,  be- 
cause no  administration  on  the  estate  of  a  live  man  could  be 
valid,  and  the  probate  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
orders  in  question ;  and  objected  to  the  rest  of  the  evidence  as 
irrelevant  and  immaterial.  But  the  court  ruled  that,  the  pro- 
bate court  having  passed  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  petition 
to  give  it  jurisdiction,  and  having  found  that  the  law  presumed 
Scott  to  be  dead,  its  proceedings  were  not  absolutely  void; 
and  therefore  admitted  the  evidence  objected  to,  and  directed 
a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  which  was  returned  by  the  jury 
and  judgment  rendered  thereon.  The  plaintiff  duly  excepted 
to  the  rulings  and  instructions  at  the  trial,  and  appealed  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State. 

In  that  court,  it  was  argued  in  his  behalf  ^^  that  to  give 
effect  to  the  probate  proceedings  under  the  circumstances 
would  be  to  deprive  him  of  his  property  without  due  process 
of  law."  But  fthe  court  held  the  proceedings  of  the  probate 
court  to  be  valid,  and  therefore  affirmed  the  judgment.  5 
Wash.  St.  309. 

The  plaintiff  sued  out  this  writ  of  error ;  and  assigned  for 
error  that  the  probate  proceedings,  as  regarded  him  and  his 
estate,  were  without  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  and 
absolutely  void ;  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  affirm- 
ing that  judgment,  deprived  him  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  and  were  contrary  to  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Nathan  S.  Porter  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Milo  A.  Root  for  defendants  in  error. 

I.   In  order  to  give  this  court  jurisdiction,  it  must  appear 
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from  the  record  that  a  Federal  question  was  involved.  This 
court  will  not  entertain  jurisdiction  if  it  appears  that,  besides 
the  Federal  question  decided  by  the  state  court,  there  is  another 
and  distinct  ground  on  which  the  judgment  or  decree  can  be 
sustained,  and  which  is  su£9cient  to  support  it. 

The  Supreme  Oourt  of  Washington  finds  that  defendants  in 
error  stand  in  the  position  of  innocent  purchasers ;  that  the 
equities  are  with  them;  that  "appellant  wilfully  abandoned 
the  property  in  question,  and  he  had  reason  to  expect  that 
proceedings  of  the  kind  would  be  instituted  after  a  lapse  of 
seven  years." 

These  findings,  if  correct,  are  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
judgment  and  present  no  Federal  question.  Their  determina- 
tion by  the  state  court  is  therefore  conclusive,  and  is  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  judgment. 

If  a  statute  regulating  probate  proceedings  is  itself  constitu- 
tional, the  decision  of  the  state  court  of  last  resort  that  the 
provisions  of  such  statute  have  been  complied  with  in  a  given 
cause,  is  conclusive.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  constitutionality 
of  the  statutes,  under  which  the  probate  proceedings  were  had, 
is  not  and  has  not  been  questioned. 

II.  Where  a  probate  court,  upon  a  petition  setting  forth 
jurisdictional  facts,  finds  those  facts  (indudihg  the  fact  of 
death)  to  exist,  the  proceedings  will  protect  all  persons  de- 
pending thereon  in  good  faith,  even  though  the  supposed 
decedent  subsequently  prove  to  be  alive.  Roderigas  v.  East 
River  Savings  Institution^  63  N.  Y.  460 ;  Plume  v.  Howard 
Savings  Institution,  17  7room,  46  N.  J.  L.  211,  229. 

Mb.  JusnoB  Gbat,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  formerly  owned  the  land  in  question,  and  still 
owns  it,  unless  he  has  been  deprived  of  it  by  a  sale  and  con- 
veyance, under  order  of  the  probate  court  of  the  county  of 
Thurston  and  Territory  of  Washington,  by  an  administrator 
of  his  estate,  appointed  by  that  court  on  April  20,  upon  a 
petition  filed  April  2,  1888. 
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The  form  of  the  order  appointing  the  administrator  is 
peculiar.  By  that  order,  after  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  disap- 
peared more  than  seven  years  before,  and  had  not  since  been 
seen  or  heard  of  by  his  relatives  and  acquaintances,  and  that 
the  circumstances  at  and  immediately  after  the  time  when  he  was 
last  seen,  about  eight  years  ago,  were  such  as  to  give  them  the 
belief  that  he  was  murdered  about  that  time,  the  probate  court 
finds  that  he  '^  is  dead  to  all  legal  intents  and  purposes,  having 
died  on  or  about  March  25,  1888,"  that  is  to  say,  not  at  the 
time  of  his  supposed  murder  seven  or  eight  years  before,  but 
within  a  month  before  the  filing  of  the  petition  for  adminis- 
tration. The  order  also,  after  directing  that  Milroy  be  ap- 
pointed administrator,  purports  to  direct  that  "letters  of 
guardianship"  issue  to  him  upon  his  giving  bond;  but  this 
was  evidently  a  clerical  error  in  the  order,  or  in  the  record, 
for  it  appears  that  he  received  letters  of  administration  and 
qualified  under  them. 

The  fundamental  question  in  the  case  is  whether  letters  of 
administration  upon  the  estate  of  a  person  who  is  in  fact  alive 
have  any  validity  or  effect  as  against  him. 

By  the  law  of  England  and  America,  before  the  Declaration 
of  Independence,  and  for  almost  a  century  afterwards,  the 
absolute  nullity  of  such  letters  was  treated  as  beyond  dispute. 

In  AUen  v.  Dundas,  8  T.  E.  125,  in  1789,  i^n  which  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  payment  of  a  debt  due  to 
a  deceased  person,  to  an  executor  who  had  obtained  probate 
of  a  forged  will,  discharged  the  debtor,  notwithstanding  the 
probate  was  afterwards  declared  null  and  void  and  adminis- 
tration granted  to  the  next  of  kin,  the  decision  went  upon  the 
ground  that  the  probate,  being  a  judicial  act  of  the  ecclesiasti- 
cal court  within  its  jurisdiction,  could  not,  so  long  as  it  remained 
unrepealed,  be  impeached  in  the  temporal  courts.  It  was  argued 
for  the  plaintiff  that  the  case  stood  as  if  the  creditor  had  not 
been  dead,  and  had  himself  brought  the  action,  in  which  case 
it  was  assumed,  on  all  hands,  that  payment  to  an  executor 
would  be  no  defence.  But  the  court  clearly  stated  the  essen- 
tial distinction  between  the  two  cases.  Mr.  Justice  Ashurst 
said:  "The  case  of  a  probate  of  a  supposed  will  during  the 


40  OCTOBER  TERM,  1893. 

Opinion  of  the  Coart 

life  of  the  party  may  be  distinguished  from  the  present; 
because  during  bis  life  the  ecclesiastical  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion, nor  can  they  inquire  who  is  his  representative ;  but  when 
the  party  is  dead,  it  is  within  their  jurisdiction."  And  Mr. 
Justice  BuUer  said :  ^'  Then  this  case  was  compared  to  a  pro- 
bate of  a  supposed  will  of  a  living  person ;  but  in  such  a  case 
the  ecclesiastical  court  have  no  jurisdiction,  and  the  probate 
can  have  no  effect :  their  jurisdiction  is  only  to  grant  probates 
of  the  wills  of  dead  persons.  The  distinction  in  this  respect 
is  this ;  if  they  have  jurisdiction,  their  sentence,  as  long  as  it 
stands  unrepealed,  shall  avail  in  all  other  places ;  but  where 
they  have  no  jurisdiction,  their  whole  proceedings  are  a  nul- 
lity." 3  T.  R.  129,  130.  And  such  is  the  law  of  England  to 
this  day.  Williams  on  Executors,  (9th  ed.)  478,  1795 ;  Taylor 
on  Ev.  (8th  ed.)  §§  1677,  1714. 

In  Griffith  v.  Frazier^  8  Cranch,  9,  23,  in  1814,  this  courts 
speaking  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  said  :  ''  To  give  the  ordi- 
nary jurisdiction,  a  case  in  which,  by  law,  letters  of  adminis- 
tration may  issue,  must  be  brought  before  him.  In  the  common 
case  of  intestacy,  it  is  clear  that  letters  of  administration  must 
be  granted  to  some  person  by  the  ordinary  ;  and  though  they 
should  be  granted  to  one  not  entitled  by  law,  still  the  act  is 
binding  until  annulled  by  the  competent  authority;  because 
he  had  power  to  grant  letters  of  administration  in  the  case. 
But  suppose  administration  to  be  granted  on  an  estate  of  a 
person  not  really  dead.  The  act,  all  will  admit,  is  totally  void. 
Yet  the  ordinary  must  always  inquire  and  decide  whether  the 
person,  whose  estate  is  to  be  committed  to  the  care  of  others, 
be  dead  or  in  life.  It  is  a  branch  of  every  cause  in  which 
letters  of  administration  issue.  Yet  the  decision  of  the  ordi- 
nary that  the  person  on  whose  estate  he  acts  is  dead,  if  the 
fact  be  otherwise,  does  not  invest  the  person  he  may  appoint 
with  the  character  or  powers  of  an  administrator.  The  case, 
in  truth,  was  not  one  within  his  jurisdiction.  It  was  not  one 
in  which  he  had  a  right  to  deliberate.  It  was  not  committed 
to  him  by  the  law.  And  although  one  of  the  points  occurs  in 
all  eases  proper  for  his  tribunal,  yet  that  point  cannot  brincr 
the  subject  within  his  jurisdiction."    See  also  Mutual  BenefU 
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Ins.  Co.  V.  Tisdale,  91  U.  S.  238,  243 ;  Hegler  v.  Faulhnery 
153  U.  S.  1U9,  118. 

The  same  doctrine  has  been  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania  in  a  series  of  cases  beginning  seventy  years 
ago.  McPherson  v.  CurUify  (1824)  11  S.  &  R.  422,  430; 
Peebles'  Appeal,  (1826)  15  S.  &  R.  39,  42 ;  Devlin  v.  Common' 
wealth,  (1882)  101  Penn.  St.  273.  In  the  last  of  those  cases, 
it  was  held  that  a  grant  of  letters  of  administration  upon  the 
estate  of  a  person  who,  having  been  absent  and  unheard  from 
for  fifteen  years,  was  presumed  to  be  dead,  but  who,  as  it 
afterwards  appeared,  was  in  fact  alive,  was  absolutely  void, 
and  might  be  impeached  collaterally. 

The  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts,  in  1861,  upon 
full  consideration,  held  that  an  appointment  of  an  adminis- 
trator of  a  man  who  was  in  fact  alive,  but  had  been  absent 
and  not  heard  from  for  more  than  seven  years,  was  void,  and 
that  payment  to  such  an  administrator  was  no  bar  to  an 
action  brought  by  the  man  on  his  return ;  and,  in  answer  to 
the  suggestion  of  counsel,  that  "seven  years'  absence,  upon 
leaving  one's  usual  home  or  place  of  business,  without  being 
heard  of,  authorizes  the  judge  of  probate  to  treat  the  case  as 
though  the  party  were  dead,"  the  court  said  :  "The  error  con- 
sists in  this,  that  those  facts  are  only  presumptive  evidence  of 
death,  and  may  always  be  controlled  by  other  evidence  show- 
ing that  the  fact  was  otherwise.  The  only  jurisdiction  is  over 
the  estate  of  the  dead  man.  When  the  presumption  arising 
from  the  absence  of  seven  years  is  overthrown  by  the  actual 
personal  presence  of  the  supposed  dead  man,  it  leaves  no 
ground  for  sustaining  the  jurisdiction."  Jochumsen  v.  Suffolk 
Savings  Bank,  3  Allen,  87, 96.  See  also  Waters  v.  Stichiey,  12 
Allen,  1,  13;  Day  v.  Floyd,  130  Mass.  488,  489. 

The  Civil  Code  of  Ix)uisiana,  in  title  3,  "Of  Absentees," 
contains  provisions  for  the  appointment  of  a  curator  to  take 
care  of  the  property  of  any  person  who  is  absent  from  or  re- 
sides out  of  the  State,  without  having  left  an  attorney  therein  ; 
and  for  the  putting  of  his  presumptive  heirs  into  provisional 
possession  after  he  has  been  absent  and  not  heard  from  for 
five,  or,  if  he  has  left  an  attorney,  seven  years,  or  sooner  if 
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there  be  strong  presumption  of  bis  death ;  and  for  judicial 
sale,  if  necessary,  of  his  movable  or  personal  property,  and 
safe  investment  of  the  proceeds ;  and,  upon  proof  that  he  has 
not  been  heard  from  for  ten  years,  and  has  left  no  known 
heirs,  for  sale  of  his  whole  property,  and  payment  of  the 
proceeds  into  the  treasury  of  the  State,  as  in  the  case  of 
vacant  successions ;  but  neither  the  curator,  nor  those  in  pro- 
visional possession,  can  alienate  or  mortgage  his  immovables 
or  real  estate ;  and  if  he  returns,  at  any  time,  he  recovers  his 
whole  property,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  a  certain  propor- 
tion of  the  annual  revenues,  depending  upon  the  length  of 
his  absence.  The  main  object  of  those  provisions,  as  their 
careful  regulations  show,  is  to  take  possession  of  and  preserve 
the  property  for  the  absent  owner,  not  to  deprive  him  of 
it  upon  an  assumption  that  he  is  dead.  Accordingly,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana  held  that  the  appointment,  by 
a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  successions,  of  an  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  a  man  represented  to  be  dead,  but  who  was 
in  fact  alive  at  the  time  of  the  appointment,  was  void ;  and 
that  persons  claiming  land  of  his,  under  a  sale  by  such  admin- 
istrator under  order  of  the  court,  followed  by  long  posses- 
sion, could  not  hold  the  land  against  his  heirs ;  and,  speaking 
by  Chief  Justice  Manning,  said :  "  The  title  of  Hotchkiss  as 
administrator  is  null,  because  he  had  no  authority  to  make 
it,  and  the  prescription  pleaded  does  not  validate  it.  It  was 
not  a  sale,  the  informalities  of  which  are  cured  by  a  certain 
lapse  of  time,  and  which  becomes  perfect  through  prescrip- 
tion ;  but  it  was  void,  because  the  court  was  without  authority 
to  order  it."  "It  is  urged,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
that  the  decree  of  the  court  ordering  the  sale  of  the  succession 
property  should  protect  them,  and,  as  the  court  which  thus 
ordered  the  sale  had  jurisdiction  of  successions,  it  was  not  for 
them  to  look  beyond  it.  But  that  is  assuming  as  true  that 
which  we  know  was  not  true.  The  owner  was  not  dead. 
There  was  no  succession."  And  the  court  added  that  Chief 
Justice  Marshall,  in  Griffith  v.  Frazier^  above  cited,  disposed 
of  that  position.  Bums  v.  Va9i  Zoatij  (1877)  29  La,  Ann. 
560,  563. 
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The  absolute  nullity  of  administration  granted  upon  the 
estate  of  a  living  person  has  been  directly  adjudged  or  dis- 
tinctly recognized  in  the  courts  of  many  other  States.  French 
V.  FroBter,  (1832)  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  425,  427 ;  State  v.  WAUe, 
(1846)  7  Iredell,  116 ;  Duncan  v.  Stewart,  (1854)  25  Alabama, 
408 ;  Andrews  v.  Avory,  (1858)  14  Grattan,  229,  236 ;  Moore 
V.  Smithj  (1858)  11  Eichardson,  569;  Morgan  v.  Dodge,  (1862) 
44  K  H.  255,  259 ;  Withers  v.  Patterson,  (1864)  27  Texas, 
491,  497;  Johnson  v.  Beazley,  (1877)  65  Missouri,  250,  264; 
Mdia  V.  Simmons,  (1878)  45  Wisconsin,  334;  D^Arus&inent 
V.  JoTies^  (1880)  4  Lea,  (Tenn.)  251;  Stevenson  v.  Superior 
Court,  (1882)  62  California,  60;  Perry  v.  St,  Joseph  cfe  West^ 
em  RaH/road,  (1882)  29  Kansas,  420,  423  ;  Thomas  v.  People, 
(1883)  107  Illinois,  517,  in  which  the  subject  is  fully  and  ably 
treated. 

The  only  judicial  opinions,  cited  at  the  bar,  (except  the 
judgment  below  in  the  present  case,)  which  tend  to  support 
the  validity  of  letters  of  administration  upon  the  estate  of  a 
living  person,  were  delivered  in  the  courts  of  New  York  and 
New  Jersey  within  the  last  twenty  years. 

In  Rod&rigas  v.  East  River  Savings  Institution,  63  N.  Y. 
460,  in  1875,  a  bare  majority  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New 
York  decided  that  payment  of  a  deposit  in  a  savings  institu- 
tion to  an  administrator  under  letters  of  administration  issued 
in  the  life  time  of  the  depositor  was  a  good  defence  to  an  ac- 
tion by  an  administrator  appointed  after  his  death,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York  made  it 
the  duty  of  the  surrogate,  when  applied  to  for  administration 
on  the  estate  of  any  person,  to  try  and  determine  the  question 
whether  he  was  alive  or  dead,  and  therefore  his  determination 
of  that  question  was  conclusive.  That  decision  was  much 
criticised  as  soon  as  it  appeared,  notably  by  Chief  Justice 
Eedfield  in  15  Amer.  Law.  Beg.  (N.  S.)  212.  And  in  a  subse- 
quent case  between  the  same  parties  in  1879,  the  same  court 
unanimously  reached  a  different  conclusion,  because  evidence 
was  produced  that  the  surrogate  never  in  fact  considered  the 
question  of  death,  or  had  any  evidence  thereof  —  thus  mak- 
ing the  validity  of  the  letters  of  administration  to  depend 
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not  upon  the  qnestion  whether  the  man  was  dead,  bat  upon 
the  qnestion  whether  the  snrrogate  thought  so. .  Roderigas  v. 
EaH  River  Samngs  Institution,  76  N.  Y.  316. 

In  Plume  v.  Howard  Savings  Institution,  17  Vroom,  (46 
N.  J.  Law,)  211,  230,  in  1884,  which  was  likewise  an  action 
to  recover  the  amoant  of  a  deposit  in  a  savings  institution, 
the  plaintiff  had  been  appointed  by  the  surrogate  administrar 
tor  of  a  man  who,  as  the  evidence  tended  to  show,  bad  neither 
drawn  out  any  part  of  the  deposit,  nor  been  heard  from,  for 
more  than  twenty  years;  an  inferior  court  certified  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  Jersey  the  questions  whether  pay- 
ment of  the  amount  to  the  plaintiff  would  bar  a  recovery 
thereof  by  the  depositor,  and  whether  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recover ;  and  that  court,  in  giving  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  observed,  by  way  of  distinguishing  the  case  from 
the  authorities  cited  for  the  defendant,  that  ^^in  most,  if  not 
all,  of  such  cases,  it  was  aflBrmatively  shown  that  the  alleged 
decedent  was  actually  alive  at  the  time  of  the  issuance  of 
letters  of  administration,  while  in  the  present  case  there  is  no 
reason  for  even  surmising  such  to  have  been  the  fact." 

The  grounds  of  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Washington  in  the  case  at  bar,  as  stated  in  its  opin- 
ion, were  that  the  equities  of  the  case  appeared  to  be  with  the 
defendants;  that  the  court  was  "inclined  to  follow"  the  cjise 
of  Roderigas  v.  £ast  River  Savings  Institution,  63  N.  Y.  460; 
and  that,  under  the  laws  of  the  Territory,  the  probate  court, 
on  an  application  for  letters  of  administration,  had  authority 
to  find  the  fact  as  to  the  death  of  the  intestate,  the  court  say- 
ing :  "Our  statutes  only  authorize  administration  of  the  estate 
of  deceased  persons,  and  before  granting  letters  of  adminis- 
tration the  court  must  be  satisfied  by  proof  of  the  death  of  the 
intestate.  The  proceeding  is  substantially  in  rem,  and  all  par- 
ties must  be  held  to  have  received  notice  of  the  institution 
and  pendency  of  such  proceedings,  where  notice  is  given  as 
required  by  law.  Section  1299  of  the  1881  Code  gave  the 
probate  court  exclusive  original  jurisdiction  in  such  matters, 
and  authorized  such  court  to  summon  parties  and  witnesses, 
and  examine  them  touching  any  matter  in  controversy  before 
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said  court  or  in  the  exeroise  of  its  jurisdiction.''  Such  were 
the  grounds  upon  which  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
been  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
6  Wash.  St.  809,  317,  318. 

After  giving  to  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  the  respectful  consideration  to  which  it  is  entitled,  we 
are  unable  to  concur  in  its  conclusion,  or  in  the  reasons  on 
which  it  is  founded. 

The  Fourteenth  Article  of  Amendment  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  after  other  provisions  which  do  not 
touch  this  case,  ordains,  ^^  nor  shall  any  State  deprive  any  per- 
son of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process  of  law, 
nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws."  These  prohibitions  extend  to  all  acts  of 
the  State,  whether  through  its  legislative,  its  executive,  or  its 
judicial  authorities.  Virgmia  v.  Rives^  100  U.  S.  313,  318, 
319 ;  Ex  parte  Virginia,  100  U.  S.  839,  346 ;  Neal  v.  Dela- 
ware, 108  U.  S.  370,  897.  And  the  first  one,  as  said  by  Chief 
Justice  Waite  in  United  States  v.  Gruikshank,  92  U.  S.  542, 
554,  repeating  the  words  of  Mr.  Justice  Johnson  in  Bank  of 
Columbia  v.  Okely,  4  Wheat.  235, 244,  was  intended  "  to  secure 
the  individual  from  the  arbitrary  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
government,  unrestrained  by  the  established  principles  of  pri- 
vate rights  and  distributive  justice." 

Upon  a  writ  of  error  to  review  the  judgment  of  the  highest 
court  of  a  State  upon  the  ground  that  the  judgment  was 
against  a  right  claimed  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  this  court  is  no  more  bound  by  that  court's  construc- 
tion of  a  statute  of  the  Territory,  or  of  the  State,  when  the 
question  is  whether  the  statute  provided  for  the  notice  required 
to  constitute  due  process  of  law,  than  when  the  question  is 
whether  the  statute  created  a  contract  which  has  been  im- 
paired by  a  subsequent  law  of  the  State,  or  whether  the  origi- 
nal liability  created  by  the  statute  was  such  that  a  judgment 
upon  it  has  not  been  given  due  faith  and  credit  in  the  courts 
of  another  State.  In  every  such  case,  this  court  must  decide 
for  itself  the  true  construction  of  the  statute.  Huntington  v. 
AttriU,  146  U.  S.  657,  683,  684;  Mobile  dk  Ohio  Railroad  v. 
Tennewe,  163  U.  S.  486,  492-495. 
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No  judgment  of  a  court  is  due  process  of  law,  if  rendered 
without  jurisdiction  in  the  court,  or  without  notice  to  the 
party. 

The  words  "  due  process  of  law,"  when  applied  to  judicial 
proceedings,  as  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  for 
this  court,  "  mean  a  course  of  legal  proceedings  according  to 
those  rules  and  principles  which  have  been  established  in  our 
systems  of  jurisprudence  for  the  protection  and  enforcement 
of  private  rights.  To  give  such  proceedings  any  validity, 
there  must  be  a  tribunal  competent  by  its  constitution  —  that 
is,  by  the  law  of  its  creation — to  pass  upon  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit ;  and,  if  that  involves  merely  a  determina- 
tion of  the  personal  liability  of  the  defendant,  he  must  be 
brought  within  its  jurisdiction  by  service  of  process  within 
the  State,  or  his  voluntary  appearance."  Pennayer  v.  iT^gf, 
95  U.  S.  714,  733. 

Even  a  judgment  in  proceedings  strictly  m  rern,  binds  only 
those  who  could  have  made  themselves  parties  to  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  who  had  notice,  either  actually,  or  by  the  thing 
condemned  being  first  seized  into  the  custody  of  the  court. 
The  Ma/ry^  9  Cranch,  126,  144;  HoUingaworth  v.  Barbour^ 
4  Pet.  466,  475 ;  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714,  727.  And 
such  a  judgment  is  wholly  void,  if  a  fact  essential  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  did  not  exist.  The  jurisdiction  of  a 
foreign  court  of  admiralty,  for  instance,  in  some  cases,  as 
observed  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  ^'  unquestionably  depends 
as  well  on  the  state  of  the  thing,  as  on  the  constitution  of  the 
court.  If  by  any  means  whatever  a  prize  court  should  be 
induced  to  condemn,  as  prize  of  war,  a  vessel  which  was  never 
captured,  it  could  not  be  contended  that  this  condemnation 
operated  a  change  of  property."  Rose  v.  Himdy^  4  Cranch, 
241,  269.  Upon  the  same  principle,  a  decree  condemning  a 
vessel  for  unlawfully  taking  clams,  in  violation  of  a  statute 
which  authorized  proceedings  for  her  forfeiture  in  the  county 
in  which  the  seizure  was  made,  was  held  by  this  court  to  be 
void,  and  not  to  protect  the  officer  making  the  seizure  from  a 
suit  by  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  in  which  it  was  proved  that 
the  seizure  was  not  made  in  the  same  county,  although  the 
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decree  of  condemnation  recited  that  it  was.  Thompson  v. 
Whitman,  18  WaU.  457. 

The  estate  of  a  person  supposed  to  be  dead  is  not  seized  or 
taken  into  the  custody  of  the  court  of  probate  upon  the  filing 
of  a  petition  for  administration,  but  only  after  and  under  the 
order  granting  that  petition;  and  the  adjudication  of  that 
court  is  not  upon  the  question  whether  he  is  living  or  dead, 
but  only  upon  the  question  whether  and  to  whom  letters 
of  administration  shall  issue.  Mutual  Benefit  Ins.  Co,  v.  Tis- 
dale,  91  U.  S.  238,  243. 

The  local  law  on  the  subject,  contained  in  the  Code  of  1881 
of  the  Territory  of  Washington,  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
proceedings  now  in  question,  and  since  continued  in  force  by 
article  27,  section  2,  of  the  constitution  of  the  State,  does  not 
appear  to  us  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  probate  court 
is  authorized  to  conclusively  decide,  as  against  a  living  person, 
that  he  is  dead,  and  his  estate  therefore  subject  to  be  admin- 
istered and  disposed  of  by  the  probate  court. 

On  the  contrary,  that  law,  in  its  very  terms,  appears  to  us 
to  recognize  and  assume  the  death  of  the  owner  to  be  a  funda- 
mental condition  and  prerequisite  to  the  exercise  by  the  pro- 
bate court  of  jurisdiction  to  grant  letters  testamentary  or  of 
administration  upon  his  estate,  or  to  license  any  one  to  sell 
his  lands  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.  By  §  1,  the  common 
law  of  England,  so  far  as  not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitu- 
tion and  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  with  the  local  law,  is 
made  the  rule  of  decision.  In  the  light  of  the  common  law, 
the  exclusive  original  jurisdiction,  conferred  by  §  1299  upon 
the  probate  court  in  the  probate  of  wills  and  the  granting  of 
letters  testamentary  or  of  administration,  is  limited  to  the  es- 
tates of  persons  deceased ;  and  the  power  conferred  by  that 
section  to  summon  and  examine  on  oath,  as  parties  or  wit- 
nesses, executors  and  administrators  or  other  persons  entrusted 
with  or  accountable  for  the  "  estate  of  any  deceased  person," 
and  "  any  person  touching  any  matter  of  controversy  before 
said  court  or  in  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction,"  is  equally  lim- 
ited. By  §  1340,  wills  are  to  be  proved  and  letters  testament- 
ary or  of  administration  are  to  be  granted  in  the  county  of 
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"  which  deceased  was  a  resident,"  or  in  which  "  he  may  have 
died,"  or  in  which  any  part  of  his  estate  may  be,  ^^  he  having 
died  oat  of  the  Territory."  By  §  1388,  administration  of  the 
estate  of  ^^  a  person  dying  intestate  "  is  to  be  granted  to  rela- 
tives, next  of  kin,  or  creditors,  in  a  certain  order,  with  a  pro- 
viso in  case  the  person  so  entitled  or  interested  neglect  ^^  for 
more  than  forty  days  after  the  death  of  the  intestate"  to 
apply  for  administration.  By  §  1389,  an  application  for  ad- 
ministration most  "  set  forth  the  facts  essential  to  giving  the 
court  jurisdiction  of  the  case,"  and  state  ''the  names  and 
places  of  residence  of  the  heirs  of  the  deceased,  and  that  the 
deceased  died  without  a  will ; "  and  by  §  1391,  notice  of  such 
application  is  to  be  given  by  posting  in  three  public  places  in 
the  county  where  the  court  is  held  a  notice  "  containing  the 
name  of  the  decedent,"  the  name  of  the  applicant,  and  the 
time  of  hearing.  And  by  §§  1493  and  1494,  a  petition  by  an 
executor  or  administrator  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  for  the 
payment  of  debts  must  set  forth  ''the  amount  of  the  personal 
estate  that  has  come  to  his  hands,  and  how  much,  if  any, 
remains  undisposed  of,  a  list  and  the  amounts  of  the  debts 
outstaiiding  against  the  deceased,  as  far  as  the  same  can  be 
ascertained,  a  description  of  all  the  real  estate  of  which  the 
testator  or  intestate  died  seized,  the  condition  and  value  of  the 
respective  lots  and  portions,  the  names  and  ages  of  the  devi- 
sees, if  any,  and  of  the  heirs  of  the  deceased ; "  and  must  show 
that  it  is  necessary  to  sell  real  estate  ^'  to  pay  the  allowance 
to  the  family,  the  debts  outstanding  against  the  deceased,  and 
the  expenses  of  administration." 

Under  sujoh  a  statute,  according  to  the  overwhelming  weight 
of  authority,  as  shown  by  the  cases  cited  in  the  earlier  part  of 
this  opinion,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  which  is  com- 
mitted the  control  and  management  of  the  estates  of  deceased 
persons,  by  whatever  name  it  is  called,  ecclesiastical  court, 
probate  court,  orphans'  court,  or  court  of  the  ordinary  or  the 
surrogate,  does  not  exist  or  take  effect  before  death.  All 
proceedings  of  such  courts  in  the  probate  of  wiUs  and  the 
granting  of  administrations  depend  upon  the  fact  that  a  person 
is  dead,  and  are  null  and  void  if  he  is  alive.    Their  jurisdiction 
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in  this  respect  being  limited  to  the  estates  of  deceased  persons, 
they  have  no  jurisdiction  whatever  to  administer  and  dispose 
of  the  estates  of  living  persons  of  fall  age  and  sound  mind, 
or  to  determine  that  a  living  man  is  dead  and  thereupon 
undertake  to  dispose  of  his  estate. 

A  court  of  probate  must,  indeed,  inquire  into  and  be  sat- 
isfied of  the  fact  of  the  death  of  the  person  whose  will  is 
sought  to  be  proved  or  whose  estate  is  sought  to  be  adminis- 
tered, because,  without  that  fact,  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  his  estate ;  and  not  because  its  decision  upon  the  question 
whether  he  is  living  or  dead  can  in  anywise  bind  or  estop  him, 
or  deprive  him,  while  alive,  of  the  title  or  control  of  his 
property. 

As  the  jurisdiction  to  issue  letters  of  administration  upon 
his  estate  rests  upon  the  fact  of  his  death,  so  the  notice  given 
before  issuing  such  letters,  assumes  that  fact,  and  is  addressed, 
not  to  him,  but  to  those  who  after  his  death  may  be  interested 
in  his  estate,  as  next  of  kin,  legatees,  creditors  or  otherwise. 
Notice  to  them  cannot  be  notice  to  him,  because  all  their 
interests  are  adverse  to  his.  The  whole  thing,  so  far  as  he  is 
concerned,  is  res  inter  alios  acta. 

Next  of  kin  or  legatees  have  no  rights  in  the  estate  of  a  liv- 
ing person.  His  creditors  indeed,  may,  upon  proper  proceed- 
ings, and  due  notice  to  him,  in  a  court  of  law  or  of  equity, 
have  specific  portions  of  his  property  applied  in  satisfaction  of 
their  debts.  But  neither  creditors  nor  purchasers  can  acquire 
any  rights  in  his  property  through  the  action  of  a  court  of  pro- 
bate, or  of  an  administrator  appointed  by  that  court,  dealing, 
without  any  notice  to  him,  with  his  whole  estate  as  if  he 
were  dead. 

The  appointment  by  the  probate  court  of  an  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  a  living  person,  without  notice  to  him,  being 
without  jurisdiction,  and  wholly  void  as  against  him,  all  acts 
of  the  administrator,  whether  approved  by  that  court  or  not, 
are  equally  void ;  the  receipt  of  money  by  the  administrator 
is  no  discharge  of  a  debt ;  and  a  conveyance  of  property  by 
the  administrator  passes  no  title. 

The  fact  that  a  person  has  been  absent  and  not  heard  from^ 
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for  seven  years  may  create  such  a  presumption  of  his  death 
as,  if  not  overcome  by  other  proof,  is  such  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  his  death,  that  the  probate  court  may  assume  him 
to  be  dead  and  appoint  an  administrator  of  his  estate,  and 
that  such  administrator  may  sue  upon  a  debt  due  to  him. 
But  proof,  under  proper  pleadings,  even  in  a  collateral  suit, 
that  he  was  alive  at  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  the  admin- 
istrator, controls  and  overthrows  the  prima  facie  evidence  of 
his  death,  and  establishes  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction, 
and  the  administrator  no  authority ;  and  he  is  not  bound,  either 
by  the  order  appointing  the  administrator,  or  by  a  judgment  in 
any  suit  brought  by  the  administrator  against  a  third  person, 
because  he  was  not  a  party  to  and  had  no  notice  of  either. 

In  a  case  decided  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York  in  1880,  substantially 
like  Roderigas  v.  East  River  Savings  Institution^  as  reported 
in  63  N.  Y.  460,  above  cited.  Judge  Choate,  in  a  learned  and 
able  opinion,  held  that  letters  of  administration  upon  the 
estate  of  a  living  man,  issued  by  the  surrogate  after  judicially 
determining  that  he  was  dead,  were  null  and  void  as  against 
him ;  that  payment  of  a  debt  to  an  administrator  so  appointed 
was  no  defence  to  an  action  by  him  against  the  debtor ;  and 
that  to  hold  such  administration  to  be  valid  against  him  would 
deprive  him  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  This  court  concurs  in  the 
proposition,  there  announced,  "  that  it  is  not  competent  for  a 
State,  by  a  law  declaring  a  judicial  determination  that  a  man 
is  dead,  made  in  his  absence,  and  without  any  notice  to  or 
process  issued  against  him,  conclusive  for  the  purpose  of 
divesting  him  of  his  property  and  vesting  it  in  an  administra- 
tor, for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  and  next  of  kin,  either 
absolutely  or  in  favor  of  those  only  who  innocently  deal  with 
such  administrator.  The  immediate  and  necessary  effect  of 
such  a  law  is  to  deprive  him  of  his  property  without  any 
process  of  law  whatever,  as  against  him,  although  it  is  done 
by  process  of  law  against  other  people,  his  next  of  kin,  to 
whom  notice  is  given.    Such  a  statutory  declaration  of  estoppel 
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by  a  judgment  to  which  he  is  neither  party  nor  privy,  which 
has  the  immediate  effect  of  divesting  him  of  his  property,  is 
a  direct  violation  of  this  constitutional  guaranty."  Lamn  v. 
EmigrmU  Indvstrial  Savings  B<mk^  18  Blatchford,  1,  24. 

The  defendants  did  not  rely  upon  any  statute  of  limitations, 
nor  upon  any  statute  allowing  them  for  improvements  made 
in  good  faith ;  but  their  sole  reliance  was  upon  a  deed  from 
an  administrator,  acting  under  the  orders  of  a  court  which 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  appoint  him,  or  to  confer  any  authority 
upon  him,  as  against  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  reversed^  and  case  remanded  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  State  of  Washington  for  further  proceedings  not 
inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 


CONSTABLE  v.  NATIONAL  STEAMSHIP  COM- 
PANY. 

APPEAL    FROM    TUB    CIBOUIT    COURT    OF    THE     UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE   SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   NEW    YORK. 

No.  21.    Argued  April  0,  9. 1894.  —  Decided  May  26, 1894. 

In  the  biU  of  lading  of  a  quantity  of  cases  and  bales  of  goods  delivered  to 
the  National  Steamship  Company  at  Liverpool,  and  addressed  and  con- 
Higned  to  C.  in  New  York,  it  was  provided  as  follows :  *'  Shipped  in  good 
order  and  well  conditioned  ...  in  and  upon  the  steamship  called 
the  Egypt  .  .  .  bound  for  New  York  .  .  .  forty-three  cases 
mercliandise  .  .  .  being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the  margin, 
and  to  be  delivered  subject  to  the  following  exceptions  and  conditions : 
.  .  .  The  National  Steamship  Company  or  its  agents  or  any  of  its  ser- 
vants are  not  to  be  liable  for  any  damage  to  any  goods  which  is  capable 
of  being  Qovered  by  insurance  .  .  .  nor  for  any  claims  for  loss 
.  .  .  where  the  loss  occurs  while  the  goods  are  not  actually  in  the 
possession  of  the  company.  .  .  .  The  goods  to  be  taken  alongside 
by  the  consignee  immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to  discharge,  or  other- 
wise they  will  be  landed  by  the  master  and  deposited  at  the  expense 
of  the  consignee,  and  at  his  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury  in  the  warehouse 
provided  for  that  purpose,  or  in  the  public  store,  as  the  collector  of  the 
port  of  New  York  shall  direct.  .  .  .  The  United  States  Treasury 
having  given  permission  for  goods  to  remain  forty-eight  hours  on  wharf 
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at  New  York,  any  goods  so  left  by  consignee  will  be  at  his  or  their  risk 
of  fire,  loss,  or  Injury."  The  Egypt  arrived  January  31, 1888,  was  entered 
at  the  custom-house  at  1.45  p.m.  of  that  day,  and,  there  being  no  room 
for  her  at  the  pier  of  the  National  Company,  where  the  vessels  of  that 
company  were  usually  unladen,  was  taken  to  the  pier  of  the  Inman  Com- 
pany. A  collector's  permit  was  given  to  unload  the  steamer  and  to 
allow  the  nnpermitted  cargo  to  remain  on  the  wharf  for  forty-eight 
hours,  upon  an  agreement  by  the  steamship  company,  which  was  given, 
that  the  goods  should  be  at  the  sole  risk  of  that  company,  who  would 
pay  to  the  consignee  or  owner  the  value  of  such  cargo  respectively  as 
might  be  stolen,  burned,  or  otherwise  lost.  Notice  of  the  time  and  place 
of  the  discharge  was  then  posted  upon  the  bulletin  board  of  the  custom- 
house, in  accordance  with  custom,  but  no  notice  was  sent  to  C,  nor  did 
he  have  any  notice.  The  cases  and  bales  consigned  to  him  were  on  the 
same  day  landed  on  the  Inman  pier,  but  he  had  no  knowledge  of  it,  and 
had  no  opportunity  to  remove  the  goods  on  that  day ;  and,  if  he  had  had 
such  knowledge,  there  was  not  sufficient  time  for  him  to  have  entered, 
paid  the  duties,  obtained  the  permits  for  their  removal,  and  removed 
them.  On  the  night  of  that  day  the  goods  were  destroyed  by  fire,  with- 
out any  imputed  negligence  to  the  National  Steamship  Company.    Held, 

(1)  That  the  stipulation  in  the  bill  of  lading  that  respondent  should  not 

be  liable  for  a  Are  happening  after  unloading  the  cargo  was  reason- 
able and  valid ; 

(2)  That  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  at  the  Inman  pier  was  not  in  the 

eye  of  the  law  a  deviation  such  as  to  render  the  carrier  an  insurer 
of  the  goods  so  unladen ; 

(3)  That  If  any  notice  of  such   unloading  was  required  at  all,  the 

bulletin  posted  in  the  custom-house  was  sufficient  under  the 
practice  and  usages  of  the  port  of  New  York ; 

(4)  That  llbellants,  having  taken  no  steps  upon  the  faith  of  the  cargo 

being  unladen  at  respondent's  pier,  were  not  prejudiced  by  the 
change ; 

(5)  That  the  agreement  of  the  respondent  with  the  collector  of  customs 

to  pay  the  consignee  the  value  of  the  goods  was  not  one  of  which 
the  llbellants  could  avail  themselves  as  adding  to  the  obligations 
of  their  contract  with  respondent. 

This  was  a  Jibel  in  admiralty  by  the  firm  of  Arnold,  Con- 
stable &  Co.  against  the  National  Steamship  Company,  owner 
of  the  British  steamship  Egypt,  to  recover  the  value  of  thirty- 
six  cases  of  merchandise  carried  by  this  steamer  from  Liverpool 
to  New  York,  delivered  on  the  pier  of  the  Inman  Steamship 
Company  on  January  31,  1883,  and  upon  the  same  night 
destroyed  by  fire  through  the  alleged  negligence  of  the 
respondent.     The    answer    admitted  most    of    the  material 
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allegations  of  the  libel,  but  denied  all  charges  of  negligence, 
and  also  of  liability  for  the  loss  of  the  merchandise. 

Upon  a  hearing  upon  pleadings  and  proofs  in  the  District 
Court,  the  libel  was  dismissed,  (29  Fed.  Rep.  184,)  and  upon 
appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  the  decree  was  affirmed. 

Libellants  thereupon  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  following  is  an  abstract  of  the  facts  found  by  the 
Circuit  Court,  so  far  as  the  same  are  material  to  the  questions 
involved : 

"  2.  The  Egypt  was  one  of  a  line  of  steamers  owned  by  the 
respondent,  and  plying  regularly  between  Liverpool  and  New 
York  as  common  carriers.  The  steamers  of  this  line  arrived 
as  often  as  from  three  to  eight  times  per  month. 

^^3.  Bespondent  has  run  a  line  of  such  steamers  for  over 
twenty  years,  and  during  that  time  has  docked  them  at  a 
dozen  different  piers  in  the  city  of  New  York.  From  1872  to 
1878  it  leased  the  pier  No.  36,  (old  No.  44,)  North  Kiver,  and 
usually  docked  its  vessels  there.  Subsequently  it  leased  pier 
No.  39,  North  Eiver,  about  six  hundred  feet  north  of  pier  No. 
36,  and  has  since  usually  docked  its  vessels  there,  and  not 
elsewhere.  The  piers  between  Nos.  35  and  41,  North  Eiver, 
(excluding  pier  No.  37,)  were  in  1883  all  used  by  regular 
English  steamship  lines.  These  lines  usually  dock  at  their 
own  piers,  but  not  always,  and  in  case  of  any  emergency  dock 
elsewhere,  and  permit  each  other,  when  the  necessity  arises, 
to  use  the  exclusive  dock  of  each. 

"  4.  That  said  goods  were  shipped  at  the  port  of  Liverpool 
on  board  the  Egypt,  and  were  consigned  to  the  libellants  at 
New  York  under  a  bill  of  lading,  the  material  portions  of 
which  are  cited  in  the  opinion.  (A  copy  is  also  given  in  the 
margin.*)    The  Egypt  also  carried  as  a  considerable  portion 

^  Copy  of  bill  of  lading. 

National  Steamship  Company,  Limited. 

Head  Office,  21  Water  Street,  Liverpool ;  New  Yorlc  Office,  69  Broadway. 

Lirerpool  to  New  Yorlt  every  Wednesday. 

[Bump,  Biz  penee.] 

Shipped  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  by  Moore  &  Prlngle,  in  and 
upon  the  steamship  called  the  Egypt,  whereof is  master  for  the 
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of  her  (airgo  gn<}«is  ffiiprHHi  bj  the  Imnan  O^mpaoj,  which 
had  given  resp«>adenc  lae  opcoa  of  discfaargiii^  at  its  {Her, 


pn*9tMic  Toya^.  or  w!it>«irer  et>«  nar  ^  aef  nuKcer  in  the  saxd  skip^  mad  now 
ivlns  :n  nhe  port  of  L^^t^rpooi  ami  'i«mnii  for  "Snw  Tork  Tia  Qoeeastowii, 
with  Uh«rtT  ^  sail  wrdi  or  witnonc  pilot2»«  mad  W  tow  mad  assist  reaaela  In 
ail  :»icaani>iis  ami  ao  ail  p«]r^  — 

For^y-tiiree  ca&«»  men'tiaadisitf.  llneosi-  ami  t.ijcioiiSv^  three  cases  and  fire 
bales  carpets  ami  Dnmietf<»  b^injc  Tnar^ciiti  :uid  amnbiaed  as  ia  tbe  margin, 
and  ^  be  deiireRd  ^Hioject  ou  zhe  f-ulowrn^  excepGoos  aad  coHlitioiis»  rtz. : 
The  act  of  G«hL  rhe  Qneen*;»  enemiesv  piratesv  robbers,  tifiieres  bj  land  or 
at  9ea«  barratrr  of  master  or  mar'ners..  recraiitt  of  princes,  mlers*  or 
pei)pit^.  !.«)?»  or  damati?:>  resulcin:;  fr*)izi  Termin.  net,  sweating  wastage, 
leaJEatse.  ^ruaju^e.  or  fr>in  ra;n.  T»praT.  coaL.  or  coal  dost,  insofllciencj 
of  strensth  of  packase^*  :oaccnra«rT.  imiiM:inctiiess^  tUesnbtlitj,  or  oblit- 
eration of  marksw  nnmb«fr!k  branij2>>  or  adiiressesv  or  descriptions  of  goods, 
injniy  to  wTapp«*r9^  however  cansed.  or  from  corraption,  frost,  decaj, 
st«>wa2e,  or  coacact  with  or  :HneiI  or  evaporatioa  from  other  goods,  or 
from  iosi»  or  dama;£e  caii:<ed  bj  hearr  weather  or  ptcching  or  rolling  of  the 
Tessel.  or  fn>m  inherent  deterioratioo.  risk  of  U^tenge  to  or  from  the 
Teasel,  transshipment.  jet:is4>a.  expio»4i«^n»  spoataaeoos  combostion,  fire 
before  loadins:  in  the  ship  or  after  n  a  loading,  heat,  boilers,  steam,  or  steam 
machinerr,  including  conseqaences  of  defects  therein  or  damages  thereto, 
collision,  stranding,  stninlu:;,  or  other  perils  of  the  seas,  rirers,  steam  and 
»team  narigation  or  l:ind  transit  of  whatsoerer  natnre  or  kind,  and  all  dam- 
age, loss,  or  Injnrr,  arisin*  from  the  perils  or  matters  abore  mentioned, 
and  whether  such  perils  or  matters  arise  from  nesligence,  default,  or  error 
in  jndgment  of  the  plioc.  master,  mariners,  engineers,  stevedores,  or  other 
persons  in  the  serrioe  of  the  ship  owner.  Xot  accoantable  for  weight,  con- 
tents, ralne,  length,  measure,  or  qoantities  or  condition  of  contents,  nor 
for  money,  documents,  gold.  silTer.  bullion,  specie,  precious  metals,  jew- 
elry, precious  stones,  or  other  highly-valaed  goods,  or  beyond  the  amount 
of  one  hundred  ponnds  sterling  for  any  one  package,  unless  bills  of  lading 
are  signed  therefor  and  the  ralne  therein  expressed  and  freight  paid  accord- 
ingly. The  National  Steamship  Company.  Limited,  or  its  agents  or  any  of 
its  servants  are  not  ti>  be  liable  for  any  damasre  to  any  goods  which  is  capa- 
ble of  being  covered  by  insurance,  nor  for  any  claim,  notice  of  which  is  not 
given  before  the  removal  of  the  goods,  nor  for  any  claims  for  loss,  damage, 
or  detention  to  goods  under  through  bill  of  lading  where  the  loss  or  deten- 
tion occurs  or  damage  is  done  whilst  the  goods  are  not  actually  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  National  Steamship  Company  (Limited)  or  shipped  on  board 
the  National  Steamship  Company's  (Limited)  steamer,  nor  in  any  case  for 
more  than  known  or  Invoiced  value  of  the  gtKXJs.  whichever  shall  be  least. 
Goods  of  an  inflammable,  explosive,  or  otherwise  dangerous  character, 
shipped  without  permission  and  full  disclosure  of  their  nature  and  con- 
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Statement  of  the  Case. 

"  5.  The  Egypt  arrived  on  January  31, 1883,  and  was  entered 
at  the  custom-house  at  1.45  o'clock  in  the  afternoon." 


tents,  may  be  seized  and  confiscated  or  destroyed  by  the  ship  owner  at  any 
time  before  delivery  without  any  compensation  to  the  shipper  or  consignee. 
In  case  any  part  of  the  within  goods  cannot  be  fonnd  for  delivery  during 
the  Tessel's  stay  at  the  port  of  destination  they  are,  when  fonnd,  to  be  sent 
back  by  first  steamer  at  ship's  expense,  the  steamer  not  to  be  held  liable 
for  any  claim  for  delay  or  sea  risk. 

The  only  condition  upon  which  glass  will  be  carried  is  that  the  ship 
owner  shall  not  be  held  liable  for  any  breakage  which  may  occur  from  neg- 
ligence or  any  other  cause  whatever. 

The  goods  to  be  taken  from  alongside  by  the  consignee  Immediately  the 
vessel  is  ready  to  discharge,  or  otherwise  they  will  be  landed  by  the  roaster 
and  deposited  at  the  expense  of  the  consignee  and  at  his  risk  of  fire,  loss, 
or  injury  in  the  warehouse  provided  for  that  purpose,  or  lu  the  public  store, 
as  the  collector  of  the  port  of  New  York  shall  direct,  and  when  deposited 
in  the  warehouse  or  store  to  be  subject  to  storage,  the  collector  of  the  port 
being  hereby  authorized  to  grant  a  general  order  for  discharge  immediately 
after  entry  of  the  ship. 

The  United  States  Treasury  having  given  permission  for  goods  to  remain 
forty-eight  hours  on  wharf  at  New  York,  any  goods  so  left  by  consignee 
will  be  at  bis  or  their  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  Injury. 

In  the  event  of  the  said  steamer  being  prevented  from  any  cause  from 
commencing  or  pursuing  this  voyage  or  putting  back  to  Liverpool  or  into 
any  port,  or  otherwise  being  prevented  from  any  cause  from  proceeding  In 
the  ordinary  course  of  her  voyage,  to  have  liberty  to  transship  the  goods  by 
any  other  steamer  to  call  at  any  port  or  ports. 

All  fines,  expenses,  losses,  or  damage  which  the  ship  or  cargo  may  incur 
or  suffer  on  account  of  incorrect  or  insufficient  marking  of  the  packages  or 
description  of  their  contents  shall  be  paid  by  the  shippers  or  consignee,  as 
may  be  required,  and  the  ship  owner  shall  have  a  lien  upon  the  goods  for 
the  payment  hereof. 

In  the  case  of  yX\  goods  at  through  rates  to  the  interior  of  the  United 
States  or  Canada  the  shipper  or  consignee  engages  to  supply  the  agent  of 
the  steamer  at  New  York  (F.  W.  J.  Hurst)  with  the  necessary  papers  for 
passing  the  goods  through  the  custom-house  by  the  time  of  steamer's 
arrival  or  to  pay  all  extra  expense  Incurred  in  default  thereof. 

Should  any  existing  or  future  order  or  restriction  of  the  English  emigra- 
tion commissioners  or  of  the  English  board  of  trade  authorities  prevent  the 
above  goods  from  being  conveyed  in  any  passenger  vessel,  the  National 
Steamship  Company  (Limited)  or  any  of  its  servants  or  agents  are  to  be 
free  of  any  liability  for  non-fulfilment  of  their  portion  of  this  contract. 
In  accepting  this  bill  of  lading  the  shipper  or  other  agent  of  the  owner  of 
the  property  carried  expressly  accepts  and  agrees  to  all  its  stipulations, 
exceptions,  and  conditions  (whether  written  or  printed)  in  the  like  good 
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Statement  of  the  Case. 

^^  7.  For  a  month  or  more  respondent  had  been  blocked  at 
its  own  pier,  No.  39,  in  consequence  of  heavy  cargoes,  delays 
of  its  vessels  by  westerly  winds  and  ice  in  the  slips,  and  had 
been  obliged  in  consequence  to  discharge  two  of  its  vessels  at 
outside  uncovered  piers. 

^^  8.  Respondent's  manager  bad  arranged  to  send  the  Hol- 
land, another  ship  of  respondent's  line,  and  due  before  the 
Egypt,  to  its  own  pier,  No.  39;  and  to  send  the  Egypt  to  the 
Inman  pier,  No.  36.  This  arrangement  was  carried  out  — 
the  Holland  sent  to  No.  39,  and  the  Egypt  to  No.  36,  there 
being  no  room  for  her  at  No.  39. 

"  9.  Steamers  of  regular  lines,  on  their  arrival  at  New  York, 
if  their  docks  are  blocked,  are  not  kept  in  the  stream  longer 
than  to  enable  them  to  get  berthed  elsewhere.  If  kept  in  the 
stream  the  consignees  make  great  complaint.  It  was  more 
costly  to  dock  the  Egypt  at  No.  36,  but  this  was  done  to 
secure  to  the  consignees  a  more  prompt  discharge  and  delivery 
of  their  goods. 

"  10.  That  the  Egypt  began  at  about  4.30  o^clock  in  the 
evening  of  said  31st  of  January,  1883,  to  discharge  her  cargo 
upon  the  dock,  and  the  thirty-six  cases  of  merchandise  belong- 
ing to  the  libellants  were  landed  and  discharged  there  prior  to 
the  fire. 


order  and  well  conditioned,  from  the  ship's  tackle,  (where  the  ship's  respon- 
sibility shall  cease,)  at  the  aforesaid  port  of  New  York,  nnto  Messrs. 
Arnold,  Constable  &  Co.  or  to  his  or  their  assigns.  Freight  and  primage 
for  the  said  goods  to  be  paid  at  New  York  as  per  margin.  General  average, 
if  any,  payable  according  to  York  and  Antwerp  rules,  f'relght,  If  payable 
in  Liverpool,  to  be  paid  on  delivery  of  the  bills  of  lading  In  cash,  without 
deduction,  vessels  lost  or  not  lost.  Freight,  If  payable  abroad,  to  be  paid 
in  currency  or  gold  (at  the  current  rate  of  exchange  for  banker's  sight  bills 
on  the  day  of  the  steamer's  arrival)  at  consignee's  option  and  before  de- 
livery of  any  portion  of  the  goods  specified. 

In  witness  whereof  the  master  or  agent  of  the  said  ship  hath  affirmed  to 
two  bills  of  lading,  exclusive  of  the  master's  copy,  '\\\  of  this  tenor  and  date, 
one  of  which  bills  being  accomplished,  the  other  to  stand  void. 

A.  TrTHBRINGTON. 

Dated  in  Liverpool,  18  January,  1888. 

(In  the  margin  of  the  bill  of  lading  appear  the  numbers  of  the  various 
packages  of  merchandise.) 


CONSTABLE  v.   NATIONAL   STEAMSHIP   CO.        57 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

"11.  Upon  the  entry  at  the  custom-house  of  the  Egypt 
there  was  granted  by  the  collector  of  customs  a  general  order 
to  unload  the  steamer,  and  to  send  packages  to  the  public 
store.  An  application  was  also  immediately  made  to  the 
collector  to  allow  the  unpermitted  cargo  to  remain  upon  the 
wharf  for  forty-eight  hours  from  the  time  of  the  granting  of 
the  general  order.    This  application  was  in  the  following  form : 

"  To  W.  H.  Robertson,  Esq.,  Collector  of  Customs. 

"  Request  is  hereby  made  to  allow  the  cargo  of  the  steamer 
Egypt,  Sumner,  from  Liverpool,  England,  unladen  but  not 
permitted,  to  remain  upon  the  wharf  for  forty-eight  hours 
from  the  time  of  granting  general  order,  at  the  sole  risk  of 
the  owners  of  said  steamer,  who  will  pay  to  the  consignee  or 
owner  the  value  of  the  such  cargo  respectively  as  may  be  stolen, 
burned  or  otherwise  lost,  and  who  will  also  pay  all  duties 
which  may  be  in  any  way  lost  by  so  remaining. 

"  F.  J.  W.  Hurst,  Owner, 
"  Per  J.  C.  Ryor,  Attorney r 

"  Such  application  was  in  the  form  required  by  the  collector, 
without  which  permit  would  not  be  granted,  and  the  entire 
cargo  would  be  sent  to  public  store.  A  permit  was  granted 
by  the  collector  upon  this  application.  A  special  license  was 
also  granted  to  unload  the  steamship  after  sunset,  and  a  bond 
in  $20,000  was  given  for  such  license,  as  required  by  law. 

"  12.  The  general  order  above  stated,  the  special  license,  the 
applications  and  permits,  and  the  agreements  and  engagements 
therein  contained  were  the  usual  and  customary  ones  ordinarily 
made  and  granted  in  such  cases,  and  were  made  under  and  by 
the  authority  in  the  bill  of  lading  conferred  upon  the  respon- 
dent and  upon  the  collector  of  the  port,  and  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  law  and  the  regulations  of  the  Treasury 
Department  in  that  behalf." 

^^  14.  Under  these  several  orders  and  permits,  a  portion  of  the 
cargo  of  the  Egypt,  including  libellants'  merchandise,  was  dis- 
charged and  landed  upon  the  Inman  dock,  where  the  same 
was  destroyed  by  fire  about  two  o'clock  the  next  morning. 
That  said   cargo,  including  said   merchandise   belonging  to 
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libeUantfi,  iras  mt  the  time  of  its  destnictioii  aforesaid,  in  the 
poopemon  of  the  respondent,  and  had  neTo*  been  taken  into 
the  possession  of  the  o^lector  of  the  said  port  of  New  York. 
That  said  fire  broke  oat  without  any  impated  oegligwcey  and 
that  by  it  the  steamer  was  also  somewhat  burned. 

^  15.  That  between  the  arrival  of  the  steamer  and  the  de- 
struction of  the  merchandise  there  was  not  snffident  time  in 
which  to  enter  libellants'  goods  at  the  cnstom-hoose^  pay  the 
duties  thereon,  and  obtain  the  requisite  permits  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  same.  ThaU  in  fact«  no  duties  were  paid  upon 
libellants'  goodsw  and  no  permits  obtained  prior  to  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  gou^is  by  fire:  that  s&id  goods  were  at  the  time  of 
their  destruction  'unpenuitted*  good& 

"^  16.  That  upon  obtaining  the  permits  referred  to,  the  re- 
spondent'^s  custom-house  broker  caused  a  notice  of  the  time 
and  place  of  discharge  to  be  poste^l  on  the  bulletin  board  of 
the  custom-house.  It  is  usual  to  so  post  such  notices^  It  is 
not  usual  to  publish  them  in  the  newspapers^ 

-  IT.  No  notice  was  ever  sent  to  or  reo»ved  by  the  libel- 
lantsL  nor  did  they  have  any  actual  knowledge  of  the  readi- 
ness to  discharge,  or  of  the  time  or  place  of  discharge  of  the 
Egypt  upon  her  arrival. 

''IS-  Libellants  never  knew  that  the  merchandise  had  been 
landed  and  deposited  upon  the  In  man  dock,  and  never  bad  an 
op{K>rt unity  of  removing  such  merchandise." 

The  other  facts,  so  far  as  they  are  materiaL  are  stated  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

Tpon  such  facts  the  Circuit  Court  found,  as  conclusions  of 
law.  that  respondent  had  the  right  to  dock  and  discharge  the 
fl^ypc  at  the  Innian  pier;  that  it  was  exempt  from  liability 
for  tr*e  goods  destroyed  by  fire  on  such  pier;  and  that  there 
was^  by  reason  of  the  application  to  the  collector  to  allow  the 
unpermitted  cargo  to  remain  on  the  wharf,  no  valid  agree- 
m«:^nt  or  binding  obligation  to  pay  the  libellants  the  value  of 
the  goods  burned. 

Jlr.  Jo4epK  JST.  Ch*Mite  for  appellants^  Mr.  William  F.  Rcwe 
and  Jfr.  Treadwell  CUiyahiad  were  with  him  on  his  brief. 
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Opinion  of  the  Coart. 

2fr,  James  C.  Carter  for  appellee.  A  brief  for  the  same 
was  also  filed  by  Mr.  John  Ohetwood. 

Mb.  Justiob  Browk  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  involves  the  liability  of  a  steamship  company  for 
the  loss  by  fire  of  a  consignment  of  goods  unloaded  without 
personal  notice  to  the  consignee  upon  the  wharf  of  a  company 
other  than  the  one  owning  the  vessel. 

By  the  Limited  Liability  Act,  Eev.  Stat.  §  4282,  no  ship 
owner  h  liable  to  answer  for  the  loss  of  any  merchandise 
shipped  upon  his  vessel  by  reason  of  any  fire  "  happening  to 
or  on  board  the  vessel,  unless  such  fire  is  caused  by  the  design 
or  neglect  of  such  owner,"  and  in  the  case  of  The  Scotland, 
105  U.  S.  24,  the  exemptions  and  limitations  of  this  act  were 
held  to  apply  to  foreign  as  well  as  domestic  vessels.  A  simi- 
lar exemption  from  fire  happening  without  the  "fault  or 
privity  "  of  the  owner  is  contained  in  the  British  Merchants' 
Shipping  Act  of  1854,  17  and  18  Vict.  c.  104,  §  503.  The  bill 
of  lading  in  this  case  also  contains  an  exemption  of  liability 
from  loss  caused  by  fire  "  before  loading  in  the  ship  or  after 
unloading."  There  is  no  comma  after  the  word  "  loading  "  or 
"  ship,"  but  obviously  it  should  be  read  as  if  there  were.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that,  under  no  aspect  of  the  case  would  the 
owner  of  the  vessel  be  liable  for  the  consequence  of  any  fire 
occurring  on  board  of  such  vessel  without  his  fault,  and  that 
an  attempt  is  made  in  this  case  to  impose  the  liability,  not  of 
a  warehouseman,  but  of  a  common  carrier  and  insurer  against 
fire,  after  the  contract  of  carriage  had  been  fully  performed, 
it  would  seem  that  such  liability  ought  not  to  be  raised  out 
of  the  contract  in  this  case  except  upon  clear  evidence,  and 
for  the  most  cogent  reasons.  The  liability  of  the  company 
for  the  goods  while  upon  the  wharf  is  a  mere  incident  to  its 
liability  for  them  while  upon  the  ship,  and  if  the  liability  is 
more  extensive  under  the  incidental  contract  of  storage  than 
it  was  under  the  principal  contract  of  carriage,  it  is  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule  that  the  incidental  liability  of  a 
contracting  party  is  not  broader  than  his  liability  upon  the 
principal  contract. 
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Opinion  of  the  Court. 

Two  facts  are  mainly  relied  upon  in  this  case  for  holding 
the  respondent  company  to  the  liabilities  of  an  insurer: 

1.  That  the  Egypt  did  not  unload  at  her  usual  wharf,  but 
at  what  is  known  as  the  Inman  pier,  and  that  no  actual  notice 
was  given  to  the  libellants  of  such  unloading. 

2.  In  the  application  to  the  collector  to  allow  the  unper- 
mitted cargo  of  the  steamer  to  remain  upon  the  wharf  for 
forty-eight  hours  there  was  a  stipulation  that  it  should  be  ^^  at 
the  sole  ri^k  of  owners  of  said  steamer." 

We  shall  proceed  to  dispose  of  these  questions  in  their 
order. 

1.  As  bearing  upon  the  liability  of  the  vessel  after  the  cargo 
is  unladen  the  following  exemptions  in  the  bill  of  lading  are 
pertinent  and  necessary  to  be  considered : 

(1)  "  Fire  before  loading,  in  the  ship,  or  after  unloading." 

(2)  '*The  National  Steamship  Company,  (Limited,)  or  its 
agents  or  any  of  its  servants  are  not  to  be  liable  for  any  dam- 
age to  any  goods  which  is  capable  of  being  covered  by  insur- 
ance." 

(3)  "  The  goods  to  be  taken  from  alongside  by  the  consignee 
immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to  discharge,  or  otherwise  they 
will  be  landed  by  the  master  and  deposited  at  the  expense  of 
the  consignee  and  at  his  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury  in  the  ware- 
house provided  for  that  purpose,  or  in  the  public  store,  as  the 
collector  of  the  port  of  New  York  shall  direct,  and  when 
deposited  in  the  warehouse  or  store,  to  be  subject  to  storage, 
the  collector  of  the  port  being  hereby  authorized  to  grant  a 
general  order  for  discharge  immediately  after  entry  of  the  ship." 

It  is  admitted  that,  under  what  may  be  termed  the  common 
law  of  the  sea,  a  delivery  of  the  cargo,  to  discharge  the  carrier 
from  his  liability,  must  be  made  upon  the  usual  wharf  of  the 
vessel  and  actual  notice  be  given  to  the  consignee,  if  he  be 
known.  This  was  the  ruling  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  The 
Tangier^  {Richardson  v.  Goddard^)  23  How.  28,  39,  and  The 
Eddy^  5  Wall.  481,  and  is  in  conformity  with  the  great  weight 
of  English  and  American  authority.  Hyde  v.  Trent  and  Mer- 
sey Navigation  Co.^  5  T.  R.  389 ;  Gibson  v.  Cvlver^  17  Wend. 
305 ;  1  Parsons  on  Shipping,  222. 
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This  rule,  however,  originated  prior  to  the  era  of  steam  nav- 
igation, when  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  New  York  rarely 
consumed  less  than  three  weeks;  when  the  time  of  the  arrival 
of  the  vessel  oould  not  be  forecast  with  any  accuracy ;  when 
crews  were  discharged  immediately  upon  her  arrival ;  and  the 
vessel  was  usually  detained  several  weeks  in  the  slow  and 
laborious  process  of  unloading,  taking  on  cargo,  and  refitting 
before  setting  out  upon  another  voyage.  Such  methods  of 
delivery  were  found  wholly  inadequate  to  the  necessities  of 
modern  commerce,  and  particularly  to  the  comparatively  short 
voyages  of  the  large  transatlantic  passenger  steamers,  which 
are  kept  permanently  equipped  with  large  and  expensive 
crews,  at  a  cost  of  sevend  hundred  dollars  per  day,  and  in 
order  to  be  profitably  employed  must  be  kept  in  almost  con- 
stant motion.  In  such  cases  the  consignees  of  the  cargo  may 
be  numbered  by  the  hundreds,  and  a  requirement  that  each 
consignee  shall  have  a  personal  notice  of  the  unloading  of  the 
cargo,  in  order  to  relieve  the  carrier  from  responsibility,  would 
necessitate  delays  which  might  consume  the  entire  profits  of 
the  voyage.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the  discharge 
of  the  cargo  shall  begin  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  vessel 
arrives  at  her  wharf,  and  if  the  consignee  may  sometimes  be 
spurred  to  greater  diligence,  or  put  to  some  inconvenience  in 
removing  his  consignments,  he  receives  a  compensation  in  the 
lower  rate  of  freight  the  vessel  is  thereby  enabled  to  charge. 

To  obviate  the  difficulties  attendant  upon  the  ancient 
method  of  discharging,  the  regular  steamship  lines  are  in  the 
habit  of  providing  themselves  with  wharves  having  covered 
warehouses,  into  which  the  cargo  is  discharged,  and  of  insert- 
ing in  their  bills  of  lading  stipulations  similar  to  those  found 
in  this  case,  viz.,  that  the  responsibility  of  the  vessel  shall 
cease  after  the  goods  are  discharged,  and  thus  of  extending 
their  statutory  exemption  from  fire  to  such  as  may  occur  be- 
fore loading  or  after  unloading.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
piers  of  the  regular  steamship  lines  are  well  known  to  every 
importer,  and  the  day  of  arrival  of  each  steamer  may  be  pre- 
dicted almost  to  a  certainty,  we  perceive  nothing: unreasonable 
in  this  stipulation.     An  importer,  having  reason  to  anticipate 
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the  arrival  of  goods  by  a  certain  steamer,  by  putting  himself 
in  commanioation  with  the  office  of  the  company,  may  usu- 
ally secure  a  notice  of  several  hours  of  the  actual  arrival  of 
the  vessel  at  her  wharf.  It  seems,  too,  by  the  sixteenth  find- 
ing in  this  case,  that,  in  lieu  of  a  personal  notice  to  each  con- 
signee or  of  publication  through  the  papers,  a  custom  has 
grown  up  in  the  port  of  New  York  of  posting  on  a  bulletin 
board  in  the  custom-house  a  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of 
discharge.  Taking  all  the^  facts  into  consideration,  we  see 
no  impropriety  in  the  company  limiting  itself  to  the  liability 
of  a  warehouseman  with  respect  to  the  goods  so  discharged 
into  its  own  warehouse.  Indeed,  as  applied  to  the  usual 
wharf  of  the  steamer,  we  do  not  understand  it  to  be  seriously 
questioned  in  this  case.  In  fact,  an  argument  appears  to  have 
been  made  in  the  District  Court  to  the  effect  that  the  Limited 
Liability  Act  applied  to  this  fire  to  exonerate  the  company, 
but  the  court  held,  and  doubtless  properly,  that  a  fire  originat- 
ing upon  the  dock  could  not  be  said  to  have  ^'  happened  to  the 
ship"  within  the  meaning  of  section  4282,  even  though  the 
fire  extended  to  and  did  some  damage  to  the  vessel.  More- 
wood  V.  PoUok^  1  El.  &  Bl.  743.  No  good  reason,  however,  is 
perceived  why,  if  a  wise  policy  requires  the  exemption  of  the 
carrier  from  a  fire  occurring  without  his  fault,  such  exemption 
should  not  extend  to  any  such  fire  while  the  goods  are  in  his 
possession  and  under  his  control,  or  at  any  time  before  actual 
delivery  to  the  consignee.  But,  however  this  may  be,  there 
can  be  no  question  of  the  power  of  the  carrier  to  extend  his 
statutory  exemption  from  fire  to  such  as  occur  after  the  dis- 
charge of  the  cargo,  by  special  stipulation  to  that  effect  in  the 
bill  of  lading.  Thus  in  York  Co.  v.  Central  Railroad^  3  Wall. 
107,  it  was  held  that  the  common  law  liability  of  a  carrier 
might  be  limited  by  special  contract  with  the  owner,  and  that 
the  exemption  in  a  bill  of  lading  from  losses  by  fire  was  suffi- 
cient to  protect  the  carrier,  if  the  fire  were  not  occasioned  by 
any  want  of  due  care  on  his  part.  See  also  The  Lexington ^ 
{New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Merchant^  Ba/nk^  6 
How.  344,  382;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Manufacturing  Co.y  16  Wall. 
318;  Phomiop  Ins.  Co.  v.  £rie  Transportation  Co.,  117  U.  S. 
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312.  Indeed,  a  general  exemption  from  the  conseqnences  of 
fire  has  been  held  to  extend  not  only  to  fires  happening  on 
board  the  vessel,  but  to  fires  occurring  to  the  goods  while  on 
the  wharf  awaiting  transportation.  Scott  v.  Baltimore  (&o. 
Steamboat  Oo.,  19  Fed.  Rep.  56. 

No  role  is  better  settled  than  that  the  delivery  must  be  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  and  usage  of  the  port,  and  such  delivery 
will  discharge  the  carrier  of  his  responsibility.  Thus  in  Dick- 
son V.  Dunham^  14  Illinois,  324,  it  was  said  that  ^^it  was  com- 
petent for  the  defendant,"  the  carrier,  "  to  set  up  a  custom  or 
usage  in  the  port  of  Chicago,  that  goods  should  be  delivered 
at  the  wharf  selected  by  the  master  of  the  vessel,  and  that 
consignees  should  receive  their  goods  there,  with  the  averment 
of  knowledge  of  such  a  custom  in  the  plaintiff,  and  that  this 
contract  was  made  in  accordance  with  it."  So  also  in  Gatliffe 
v.  Bourne,  4  Bing.  (NT.  C.)  314,  329,  Chief  Justice  Tindall 
said :  "  We  know  of  no  general  rule  of  law  which  governs  the 
delivery  of  a  bill  of  goods  under  a  bill  of  lading,  where  such 
delivery  is  not  expressly  according  to  the  terms  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  except  that  it  must  be  a  delivery  according  to  the  prac- 
tice and  custom  usually  observed  in  the  port  or  place  of  deliv- 
ery." See  also  Farmers?  and  Mechanics^  Bank  v.  Ohamplain 
Transportation  Co.,  23  Vermont,  186 ;  The  Tangier,  1  Cliff. 
396 ;  Richmond  v.  Union  Steamboat  Co.,  87  N.  Y.  240 ;  Oih- 
son  V.  Culver,  17  Wend.  305 ;  T/te  Boston,  1  Lowell,  464.  In 
The  Sultana  v.  Chapmxin,  5  Wisconsin,  454,  there  was  a  deliv- 
ery at  a  place  where  the  court  held  the  boat  had  no  right  to 
leave  the  goods,  and  they  were  there  destroyed.  Under  such 
circumstances,  notwithstanding  the  exception  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  the  carrier  was  held  not  to  be  exempted  from  liability 
for  the  loss.  '^  He  had  no  right,"  said  the  court,  '^  to  place 
these  goods  where  he  did;  and  having  done  so,  and  a  loss 
having  ensued,  he  must  be  held  responsible  for  it,  as  being 
occasioned  by  his  own  negligence  or  misconduct." 

While  there  is  no  express  provision  in  the  bill  of  lading  in 
this  case  dispensing  with  notice  to  the  consignee,  the  provision 
that  the  goods  shall  be  taken  from  alongside  by  the  consignee 
immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to  discharge,  is  inconsistent 
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with  the  idea  of  personal  notice,  since  such  a  notice  would 
necessitate  a  delay  of  one  or  two  days  in  the  discharge  of  the 
cargo,  while  the  notices  were  being  given.  If  the  goods  were 
not  taken  by  the  consignee  the  carrier  was  authorized  to  de- 
posit them  at  the  risk  of  the  consignee  'Mn  the  warehouse  pro- 
vided for  that  purpose,"  meaning,  of  course,  the  warehouse 
upon  the  pier.  His  obligation  to  give  notice,  if  any  such 
existed,  must,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading  allowing 
an  immediate  discharge  of  the  cargo,  be  cotemporaneous  with 
such  discharge,  and  too  late  to  be  of  any  avail  to  the  con- 
signee. Such  notice  appears  to  have  been  given  in  this  case, 
as  the  libellants^  broker  in  his  testimony,  to  which  we  have 
been  referred,  says:  "The  invoice  and  bills  of  lading  were 
sent  down  to  me  on  the  31st  of  January,  and  the  entries  made 
out,  .  .  .  and  lodged  in  the  custom-house  at  twenty-five 
minutes  past  two."  In  Oleaddl  v.  Thomson^  56  N.  Y.  194, 
197,  it  was  said  of  a  similar  stipulation  in  a  bill  of  lading,  that 
the  goods  should  be  taken  from  alongside  by  the  consignee 
immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to  discharge:  "The  landing 
of  the  goods  upon  the  pier  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  did  not,  we  think,  change  his  relation  to 
the  goods,  and  divest  him  of  his  custody  of  them  as  a  carrier. 
The  privilege  to  make  this  disposition  of  them  was  secured  to 
him  by  the  bill  of  lading,  unless  the  consignee  was  ready  to 
take  the  goods  from  the  ship  whenever  it  was  ready  to  dis- 
charge. It  was  not  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  give 
notice  of  a  readiness  to  discbarge  the  goods  as  a  condition  of 
his  exercising  the  privilege  of  depositing  them  upon  the  pier. 
They,  however,  remained  after  such  deposit  in  his  custody  as 
carrier,  subject  to  the  modified  responsibility,  created  by  the 
contract,  until  after  notice  had  been  given  to  the  consignees 
of  their  arrival,  and  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  for  their 
removal.  Meanwhile  the  defendants  assumed  the  risk  of 
'  fire,  loss,  or  injury '  to  the  goods,  according  to  the  contract, 
but  the  language  used  did  not  exempt  the  plaintiff  from  liabil- 
ity for  an  injury  resulting  from  his  own  negligence." 

The  cases  relied  upon  by  the  libellants  do  not  support  their 
contention.    In  the  case  of  The  Santee^  7  Blatchford,  186,  a 
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bill  of  lading  oovering  a  shipment  of  cotton,  contained  a  clause 
that  the  cotton  should  be  at  the  risk  of  the  consignee  as  soon 
as  delivered  from  the  tackles  of  the  vessel  at  the  port  of 
destination.  It  appeared  that  the  consignee  had  proper  notice 
of  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  and  of  her  discharge,  and  an 
opportunity  by  reasonable  diligence  to  identify  his  cotton  and 
receive  it.  The  cotton  was  placed  safely  on  the  wharf,  when 
discharged,  and  a  portion  of  it,  belonging  to  the  libellants, 
was  removed  by  some  other  person,  but  was  not  actually 
delivered  by  the  agents  of  the  vessel  to  such  other  party.  It 
was  held  that  the  vessel  was  not  liable  for  the  loss.  It  is  true 
that,  in  delivering  the  opinion,  it  was  said  the  carrier  was  still 
bound  to  give  suitable  information  to  the  consignees,  to  enable 
them  to  attend  and  receive  the  goods,  and  themselves  assume 
and  exercise  that  care  and  responsibility  of  which  the  carrier 
was  to  be  relieved.  But  notice  in  this  case  was  admitted  to 
have  been  given,  and  the  only  question  was  whether  under 
the  bill  of  lading  the  carrier  was  liable  after  the  cotton  was 
discharged,  and  it  was  held  that  he  was  not.  Nor  was  he 
"bound  to  watch  the  property  after  it  passed  beyond  the 
vessel's  tackles,  to  see  that  it  was  kept  safe  or  protected  from 
removal  through  mistake  or  design,  by  third  persons." 

In  CoUms  v.  Bumsy  63  N.  Y.  1,  the  bill  of  lading  contained 
a  stipulation  much  like  the  one  under  consideration,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  clause  providing  for  immediate  discharge 
into  the  warehouse  at  the  risk  of  the  consignee  of  fire,  loss,  or 
injury,  did  not  exonerate  the  carrier  for  delivering  goods  to 
the  wrong  party,  or  to  a  drayman  who  was  not  authorized  to 
receive  them.  The  Court  of  Appeals,  however,  held  expressly 
that  the  liability  of  defendants  was  that  of  warehousemen, 
and,  therefore,  that  they  were  responsible  only  for  negligence. 

So  in  TarheU  v.  Royal  Exchange  Shippifig  Co.y  110  N.  T. 
170,  the  goods  were  discharged  from  the  ship  and  deposited 
on  a  proper  wharf,  and  after  the  consignees  had  had  three 
full  days  to  remove  them,  it  was  discovered  that  a  part  had 
been  removed  from  the  wharf  by  some  one  without  the 
authority  of  the  consignees.  It  was  held  that,  as  the  loss 
occurred  after  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time  for  removal  of 
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the  goods  by  the  consignees,  after  notice  of  arrival,  defendant 
was  not  liable  as  a  common  carrier,  bat  that  the  defendant 
was  negligent  in  omitting  to  take  ordinary  care  of  the  goods, 
and  allowing  them  to  be  removed  without  taking  receipts.  It 
was  expressly  held,  however,  that  the  liability  of  defendant 
as  carrier  terminated  with  the  delivery  of  the  goods  upon  the 
wharf,  and  that  its  liability  arose  from  its  negligence  in  deliv- 
ering them  to  the  wrong  per^n. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  berthing  of  this  ship  at  a 
pier  other  than  her  own  was  in  legal  eflfect  a  deviation,  which 
rendered  the  company  an  insurer  of  the  cargo  discharged  at 
such  pier  without  notice,  until  its  actual  delivery  to  the  con- 
signee. In  the  law  maritime  a  deviation  is  defined  as  a 
"voluntary  departure  without  necessity,  or  any  reasonable 
cause,  from  the  regular  and  usual  course  of  the  ship  insured.'' 
1  Bouvier's  Law  Diet.  417 ;  HosteUer  v.  Park,  137  U.  S.  30, 40 ; 
Davis  V.  Oarrett,  6  Bing.  716 ;  Williams  v.  Grant,  1  Connec- 
ticut, 487;  as,  for  instance,  where  a  ship  bound  from  New 
York  to  Norwich,  Conn.,  went  outside  of  Long  Island,  and  lost 
her  cargo  in  a  storm,  Crosby  v.  I^itch,  12  Conn.  410 ;  or  where 
a  carrier  is  guilty  of  unnecessary  delay  in  pursuing  a  voyage, 
or  in  the  transportation  of  goods  by  rail.  Michads  v.  N.  Y. 
Central  Railroad,  30  N.  Y.  564.  But,  if  such  deviation  be  a 
customary  incident  of  the  voyage,  and  according  to  the  known 
usage  of  trade,  it  neither  avoids  a  policy  of  insurance,  nor 
subjects  the  carrier  to  the  responsibility  of  an  insurer.  Oliver 
V.  Maryland  Ins.  Co.,  7  Cranch,  487 ;  ColumMan  Ins.  Co.  v. 
CatleU,  12  Wheat.  383.  In  Hostetter  v.  Park,  137  TJ.  S.  30, 
it  was  held  to  be  no  deviation,  in  the  Pittsburg  and  New 
Orleans  barge  trade,  to  land  and  tie  up  a  tow  of  barges,  and 
detach  from  the  tow  such  barge  or  barges  as  were  designated 
to  Uike  on  cargo  en  route,  and  to  tow  the  same  to  the  several 
points  where  the  cargo  might  be  stored,  it  having  been  shown 
that  such  delays  were  within  the  general  and  established  usage 
of  the  trade.  So,  in  Grade  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.^  8  Cranch,  75, 
it  ^vas  held  to  be  no  deviation  to  land  goods  at  a  lazaretto  or 
quarantine  station,  if  the  usage  of  the  trade  permitted  it, 
though  by  the  bill  of  lading  the  goods  were  "to  be  safely 
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landed  at  Leghorn.'^  See  also  Ph^s  v.  HiU^  1  Q.  B.  D. 
(1891)  605. 

In  this  connection  the  findings  are : 

(3)  That  the  regular  English  steamship  lines  usually  dock 
at  their  own  piers,  but  not  always,  and,  in  case  of  any  emer- 
gency, dock  elsewhere,  and  permit  each  other,  when  the 
necessity  arises,  to  use  the  exclusive  dock  of  each.  (7)  That 
for  a  month  or  more  before  January  31,  1883,  respondent  had 
been  blocked  up  'at  its  own  pier.  No.  39,  in  consequence  of 
heavy  cargoes,  delays  of  its  vessels  by  westerly  winds  and  ice 
in  the  slips,  and  had,  in  consequence,  been  obliged  to  dis- 
charge two  of  its  vessels  at  outside  uncovered  piers.  (9)  That 
steamers  of  regular  lines,  on  their  arrival  at  the  port  of  New 
York,  if  their  docks  are  blocked,  are  not  kept  in  the  stream 
longer  than  to  enable  them  to  berth  elsewhere.  If  kept  in  the 
stream  consignors  make  great  complaint.  It  was  more  costly 
to  dock  the  Egypt  at  pier  No.  36,  but  it  was  done  to  secure  to 
the  consignees  a  more  prompt  discharge  and  delivery  of  their 
goods.  (26)  That  pier  No.  36,  North  River,  was  a  fit  and 
proper  place  to  discharge  the  steamship  Egypt  at  the  time 
in  question  and  to  discharge  from  her  libellants'  goods. 

If  it  be  true  that  the  pier  of  the  respondent  company  was 
so  blocked  that  the  Egypt  could  not  obtain  access  to  it  to 
discharge  her  cargo,  it  was,  so  far  from  being  a  deviation,  a 
matter  of  ordinary  prudence  to  select  a  neighboring  pier  for 
that  purpose.  Had  this  cargo  been  discharged  at  a  remote, 
unusual,  or  inaccessible  spot,  or  upon  an  uncovered  pier,  so 
that  it  w^as  exposed  to  the  weather  or  to  any  unusual  hazard, 
and  a  loss  had  been  incurred,  we  should  not  have  hesitated  to 
hold  the  carrier  liable,  notwithstanding  the  stipulation  against 
the  consequence  of  negligence  in  its  bill  of  lading.  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Lochoood,  17  Wall.  357,  359;  The  Aline,  19  Fed. 
Rep.  875 ;  The  BosJeerma  Bay,  22  Fed.  Rep.  662.  No  such 
question,  however,  is  presented  here.  While  the  libel  alleges 
that  the  loss  occurred  through  the  negligence  of  the  respond- 
ent, no  effort  was  made  to  prove  this,  and  there  is  no  finding 
that  such  was  the  case.  Indeed,  there  is  nothing  to  indicate 
that  the  Inman  pier  was  not  a  perfectly  proper  place  to 
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discbarge  a  cargo,  or  that  it  was  not  equipped  with  the  usual 
appliances  for  the  extinguishment  of  fires. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  libellants  had  a  right  to  suppose 
that  the  Egypt  would  discharge  her  cargo  at  her  regular  pier, 
and  that,  while  they  might  be  bound  to  take  notice  of  that 
fact,  they  were  entitled,  if  she  selected  another  pier,  to  a 
personal  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  delivery,  that  an 
opportunity  might  be  given  them  to  be  present  and  receive 
their  consignments.  But  if,  under  the  usage6  of  trade  or  the 
necessities  of  the  particular  case,  it  was  allowable  and  proper 
for  the  respondent  to  select  another  pier  for  the  discharge  of 
its  cargo,  we  do  not  understand  that  its  obligation  to  its 
consignees  was  thereby  increased  or  modified,  at  least  unless 
the  libellants  can  show  that  they  were  actually  prejudiced  by 
such  change.  Practically  the  same  questions  are  involved, 
viz.,  whether  if  she  had  discharged  at  her  own  wharf,  the 
company  was  bound  to  give  notice  before  it  could  relieve 
itself  of  its  responsibility.  The  real  question  still  is  whether, 
if  she  had  gone  to  her  own  wharf,  and  the  fire  had  occurred 
under  the  same  circumstances,  the  vessel  would  have  been 
liable  for  the  loss.  It  was  for  the  mutual  advantage  of  the 
ship  and  the  consignees  that  the  cargo  should  be  unloaded  at 
the  earliest  possible  moment  —  the  ship,  that  she  might  dis- 
charge herself  of  responsibility  and  take  on  her  return  cargo 
—  the  consignees,  that  they  might  secure  their  goods  as  soon 
as  possible.  The  North  Eiver  piers  in  that  neighborhood 
were  all  used  by  steamers  engaged  in  the  Liverpool  trade. 
The  pier  selected  was  only  six  hundred  feet  from  the  regular 
pier  of  the  line,  and  inquiry  at  that  pier  would  doubtless  have 
apprised  libellants,  or  their  agent,  where  the  Egypt  was 
actually  discharging  her  cargo. 

In  addition  to  this  there  is  a  finding  that,  upon  obtaining 
the  permits  for  the  immediate  unloading  of  the  cargo,  the 
respondent's  custom-house  broker  caused  a  notice  of  the  time 
and  place  of  discharge  to  be  posted  on  a  bulletin  board  in  the 
custom-house ;  that  it  is  usual  to  post  such  notices,  and  is  not 
usual  to  publish  them  in  the  newspaperei.  It  is  true  there  was 
an  exception  taken  to  this  finding  upon  the  ground  that  there 
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was  no  evidence  in  support  of  it.  The  testimony,  however, 
of  the  witness  Ryor,  the  custom-house  broker,  was  to  the 
effect  that  he  attended  to  getting  out  the  usual  papers  for  the 
respondent  company  to  allow  the  discharge  and  to  passing  all 
their  steamers  through  the  custom-house ;  that,  on  the  arrival 
of  the  Egypt,  the  captain  brought  the  manifest,  took  the 
usual  oath,  and  made  out  applications  for  the  usual  permits  to 
land  goods,  discharge  at  night,  and  to  allow  the  goods  to 
remain  on  the  wharf.  "  We  get  the  permit  taken  out,  signed 
by  the  naval  officer  and  collector,  and  after  the  permits  are  all 
taken  out,  we  usually  post  a  notice  where  the  vessel  will 
discharge  (giving  copy  of  notice).  I  have  no  reason  to 
suppose  the  notice  was  not  posted  in  this  case.  It  is  done  in 
every  case.  I  am  not  positive  whether  it  was  done  in  this 
case,  but  it  is  a  part  of  the  routine  of  entering  a  vessel  to  do 
so.  I  have  no  doubt  it  was  done."  The  witness  evidently 
had  no  definite  recollection  of  this  particular  notice,  but  he 
had  no  doubt  that  he  pursued  his  usual  course  in  posting  it. 
Eespondent's  agent  also  testifies  that  it  was  always  usual  to 
put  up  such  notice  at  the  custom-house.  The  custom-house 
broker  for  the  libellants,  Arnold  Constable  &  Company,  tes- 
tified in  this  connection  that  the  invoice  and -bills  of  lading  of 
the  Egypt  were  sent  down  to  him  on  January  31 ;  that  the 
entries  were  made  and  lodged  in  the  custom-house  at  twenty- 
five  minutes  past  two.  "  I  knew  where  the  board  is  where 
they  put  up  notices  of  arrivals  and  the  steamer's  discharge. 
.  .  .  That  is  around  the  corner  going  into  the  cashier's 
office.  ...  It  isn't  any  great  distance.  ...  I  never 
look  at  that  unless  I  want  to  find  out  where  a  vessel  was 
discharged,  a  strange  vessel;  possibly  I  might  look  then;  I 
have  not  looked  there  for  years."  While  this  testimony  is 
not  direct  and  positive  to  the  fact  sought  to  be  proven,  it 
creates,  when  aided  by  the  ordinary  presumption  arising  from 
the  course  of  business,  a  strong  probability  that  the  notice 
was  posted.  The  practice,  even  of  a  private  office,  if  well 
established,  is  presumed  to  have  been  followed  in  individual 
cases,  and  is  accepted  as  sufficient  proof  of  the  fact  in  question 
when  primary  evidence  of  such  fact  is  wanting.     1  Greenl.  Ev. 
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§  40;  Nichoa$  v.  WM,  8  Wheat  326;  Price  v.  TarringUm, 
1  Salt  285;  Champmys  v.  Pec*,  1  Starit.  404;  Prttt  v.  i^air- 
dotigh,  3  Camp.  305;  />o^  v.  Turford,  3  B.  A  Ad.  890,  895 ; 
Dana  v.  KenMe^  19  Pick.  112.  We  think  the  oondnsion  of 
the  coart  was  justified  by  the  evidence  in  this  particohir. 

Bat,  even  sapposing  that  actual  notice  had  been  given,  it 
could  not  have  been  given  before  the  arrival  of  the  ship,  and 
the  names  of  the  consignees  were  known,  and  it  would  then 
have  been  too  late  for  the  libeUants  to  take  their  goods  away. 
The  findings  are  that  the  Egypt  was  entered  at  the  custom- 
house at  forty-five  minutes  past  one  in  the  afternoon ;  that 
she  began  to  discharge  her  cargo  at  half -past  four,  and  that 
libellants'  merchandise  was  discharged  prior  to  the  fire. 
(15)  And  that  between  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the 
steamer  and  the  destruction  of  the  merchandise,  there  was 
not  sufficient  time  in  which  to  enter  the  libeUants'  goods  at 
the  custom-hou^,  pay  the  duties  thereon,  and  obtain  the 
requisite  permits  for  the  removal  of  the  same.  If,  then,  it  be 
true  that  libellants  could  not  have  removed  their  goods  before 
the  fire,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  want  of  a  notice  could 
have  contributed  to  the  loss.  We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion 
that,  under  the  custom  of  the  port  and  exigencies  of  the  ser- 
vice, there  was  no  obligation  to  delay  the  discharge  of  the 
cargo  until  notice  could  be  given,  and  a  reasonable  time  had 
elapsed  before  the  goods  could  be  taken  away.  While  the 
nineteenth  finding  is  to  the  effect  that  libellants  had,  before 
this  consignment,  received  from  the  respondent  company  six 
other  consignments  under  bills  of  lading  in  the  same  form,  all 
of  which  were  landed  and  discharged  on  their  own  pier,  there 
is  nothing  to  indicate  that  libellants  took  any  steps  whatever 
upon  the  faith  of  such  previous  practice,  made  any  inquiries 
as  to  when  the  Egypt  was  expected,  or  at  what  pier  she 
would  discharge  her  cargo.  Indeed,  while  their  own  broker 
was  at  the  custom-house  attending  to  the  entry  of  these 
goods,  he  did  not  even  take  the  trouble  to  look  at  the  bulletin 
to  see  where  the  Egypt  was  being  discharged.  If  libellants 
had  shown  that,  relying  upon  the  previous  practice,  they  were 
ready  at  pier  No.  36  to  receive  the  cargo,  or  were  misled  by 
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the  discharge  at  pier  No.  39,  they  would  have  shown  a  much 
stronger  title  to  recover.  The  inference  is  irresistible  that, 
even  if  the  Egypt  had  discharged  at  her  own  wharf,  they 
would  not  have  been  there  to  receive,  and  could  not  have 
received  their  consignments,  which  would  have  been  stored 
in  the  company's  warehouse,  and  exposed  to  the  same  danger 
of  fire  —  in  other  words,  the  delivery  at  the  Inman  dock  did 
not  in  any  legal  sense  contribute  to  the  loss.  There  was  no 
stipulation  in  the  bill  of  lading  that  the  Egypt  would  un- 
losul  at  No.  36,  from  which  a  duty  to  give  notice  might  he 
implied,  if  she  were  compelled  to  select  another  pier. 

Upon  the  facts  of  this  case  exhibiting  a  necessity  for  a 
discharge  elsewhere  than  at  her  own  pier,  and  in  the  absence 
of  any  evidence  that  libellants  were  prejudiced  by  the  failure 
•of  the  Egypt  to  discharge  at  her  usual  wharf,  we  think  there 
was  no  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  respondent  in  this 
particular. 

2.  Another  serious  question,  however,  is  presented  by  the 
proviso  in  the  application  to  allow  the  unpermitted  cargo  to 
reniain  upon  the  wharf,  viz.,  that  it  should  remain  ''  at  the 
sole  risk  of  owners  of  said  steamer,  who  will  pay  the  consignee 
or  owner  the  value  of  such  cargo  respectively  as  may  be 
stolen,  burned,  or  otherwise  lost,  and  who  will  also  pay  all 
duties  on  cargo  which  may  be  in  any  way  lost  by  so 
remaining." 

It  seems  that,  upon  the  arrival  of  a  transatlantic  steamer,  it 
is  usual  to  apply  for  and  obtain  a  general  order  to  allow  to 
be  landed  and  sent  to  the  public  store  (not  the  warehouse  on 
the  wharf)  all  packages  for  which  no  special  permit  or  order 
shall  have  been  received ;  also,  a  permit  to  allow  such  portion 
of  the  cargo  as  is  unladen,  but  not  permitted,  to  remain  upon 
the  wharf  for  forty-eight  hours  from  the  time  of  the  granting 
of  the  above  general  order,  at  the  expiration  of  which  time 
they  are  sent  to  the  proper  general  order  store ;  and  also  a 
special  license  to  permit  the  cargo  to  be  unladen  at  night. 
Th^e  orders,  licenses,  and  permits  are  granted  in  pursuance 
of  the  general  regulations  of  the  Treasury  Department. 

Granting  that  the  request  made  by  the  company  is,  upon 
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its  face,  broad  enough  to  impose  upon  the  company  the  re- 
sponsibility for  goods  lost  by  fire,  it  must  be  construed  in  con- 
nection with  the  following  stipulation  upon  the  same  subject 
in  the  bill  of  lading,  viz.:  "The  goods  to  be  taken  from 
alongside  by  the  consignee  immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to 
discharge.  .  .  .  The  collector  of  the  port  being  hereby 
authorized  to  grant  a  general  order  for  discharge  immediately 
after  entry  of  the  ship.  The  United  States  Treasury  having 
given  permission  for  goods  to  remain  forty-eight  hours  on 
wharf  at  New  York,  any  goods  so  left  by  consignee  will  be 
at  his  or  their  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury." 

Some  criticism  is  made  upon  the  words  "so  left  by  con- 
signee," libellants  insisting  that  the  word  "left"  implies  a 
voluntary  leaving  of  the  cargo  upon  the  wharf  after  notice 
of  the  discharge  of  the  same  has  been  received  by  the  con- 
signee. We  are  not  inclined,  however,  to  aflix  to  it  such 
a  technical  meaning.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  object  of 
the  stipulation  was  evidently  to  exempt  the  carrier  from 
responsibility  for  fire  occurring  at  any  time  after  the  dis- 
charge of  the  cargo,  and  particularly  during  the  forty-eight 
hours  they  were  permitted  to  remain  upon  the  wharf,  which 
forty-eight  hours,  under  the  terms  of  the  permit,  began  to 
run  from  the  time  of  the  general  order  to  unload  was  granted, 
we  think  it  clear  that  it  was  intended  to  apply  during  this 
time,  whether  the  goods  were  technically  "  left "  by  the  con- 
signee or  not,  and  that  the  proviso  should  be  interpreted  as  if 
it  read :  "  The  United  States  Treasury  having  given  permis- 
sion for  goods  to  remain  forty rcight  hours  on  wharf  at  New 
York,  any  goods  so  remaining  will  be  at  consignee's  risk  of 
fire,  loss,  or  injury."  This  permission,  though  granted  at  the 
request  of  the  ship  owner  and  primarily  for  his  benefit,  is 
really  of  more  value  to  the  consignees,  since  a  convenient 
opportunity  is  there  afforded  them  to  examine  their  goods,  and 
they  are  saved  the  expense  of  cartage  to  a  bonded  warehouse 
and  storage  therein. 

The  question  presented  then  is  substantially  this :  A  and  B 
agree  that  in  a  certain  contingency  A  shall  assume  the  risk  of 
the  loss  of  his  goods  by  fire.     Subsequently  B  agrees  with  C 
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that,  in  precisely  the  same  contingency,  he  shall  be  responsible 
to  A  for  the  loss  of  the  same  goods.  Waiving  the  question 
whether  this  means  any  more  than  that  he  shall  be  responsible 
so  far  as  C  is  concerned,  does  the  latter  contract  supersede 
the  earlier?  Unquestionably  it  would,  if  it  were  between  the 
same  parties.  In  this  case,  however,  the  first  contract  was 
made  by  B  (the  respondent)  in  full  contemplation  of  the  fact 
that  it  would  be  obliged  to  enter  into  the  second,  and  for  the 
special  purpose  of  providing  against  it.  Now,  to  say  that, 
having  entered  into  the  first  contract,  knowing  that  it  would 
have  to  enter  into  a  second  one  wholly  inconsistent  with  the 
first  and  intending  to  be  bound  by  it,  is  scarcely  creditable  to 
the  intelligence  of  its  agent.  Libellants,  too,  though  parties, 
or  rather  privies  to  the  first  contract,  were  not  parties  to  the 
second,  and  so  far  as  it  appears  did  not  even  know  that  it  was 
or  would  be  entered  into,  except  as  they  may  have  known  a 
general  usage  to  protect  officers  in  this  manner.  The  position 
of  the  parties  had  not  changed  in  the  interval ;  no  new  con- 
sideration moved  from  the  libellants ;  and  while  the  contract 
was  nominally  made  for  their  benefit,  this  gift  of  the  collector 
was  purely  a  voluntary  one.  Indeed,  the  contract  seems 
really  to  have  been  for  the  protection  of  the  collector  himself. 
Under  these  circumstances  it  is  clearly  the  duty  of  this  court 
to  harmonize  these  contracts,  if  it  be  possible  to  do  so.  It  is 
by  no  means  a  universal  rule  that  a  person  may  sue  upon  a 
contract  made  for  his  benefit,  to  which  he  was  not  a  party. 
Hendrick  v.  Lindsay^  93  U.  S.  143 ;  National  Bank  v.  Or  and 
Lodge,  98  U.  S.  123;  KeOer  v.  Ashford,  133  U.  S.  610;  Cragin 
Y.  LoveU,  109  U.  S.  194  ;  WUlard  v.  Wood,  135  U.  S.  309.  No 
case  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that,  w^here  the  person  for 
whose  benefit  the  contract  is  made,  has  himself  or  by  his  priv}^ 
in  estate  entered  into  a  contract  inconsistent  with  this,  he  may 
repudiate  such  prior  contract,  and  claim  the  benefit  of  the 
second  simply  because  it  has  become  for  his  interest  to  do  so. 
We  know  of  no  principle  which  authorizes  one  party  to  an 
agreement  to  vary  it,  even  against  his  own  interest,  without 
the  consent  of  the  other.  As  observed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals 
of  New  York,  in  Simpson  v.  Brown,  68  N.  Y.  355 :  "  It  is  not 
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every  promise  made  by  one  to  another,  from  the  performance^ 
of  which  a  benefit  may  inure  to  a  third,  which  gives  a  right 
of  action  to  such  third  person,  he  being  neither  privy  to  the 
contract  nor  to  the  consideration.  The  contract  must  be  made 
for  his  benefit  as  Us  object  and  he  must  be  the  party  intended 
to  be  benefited."  See  also  NcUional  Bcmk  v.  Orand  Lodge'y 
98  U.  S.  123 ;  Qamsey  v.  Rogers,  47  N.  Y.  233. 

The  principle  above  announced  was  still  further  limited  by 
the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Vrooman  v.  Turner,  69  N.  Y.  280,  in 
which  it  was  said  that,  to  give  a  third  party,  who  may  derive 
a  benefit  from  the  performance  of  a  promise  an  action,  there 
must  be — first,  an  intent  by  the  promisor  to  secure  some 
benefit  to  the  third  party ;  and,  second,  some  privity  between 
the  two,  the  promisor  and  the  party  to  be  benefited,  and  some 
obligation  or  duty  owing  from  the  promisor  to  the  latter, 
which  would  give  him  a  legal  or  equitable  claim  to  the  benefit 
of  the  promise,  or  an  equivalent  to  him  personally. 

It  is  necessary  to  a  correct  understanding  of  this  contract  to 
examine  somewhat  in  detail  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  entered  into,  and  the  authority  under  which  the  collector 
acted  in  prescribing  its  terms.  By  Bevised  Statutes,  sections 
2867  and  2869,  general  authority  is  given  to  the  collector  to 
authorize  the  unloading  of  vessels  arriving  within  the  limits 
of  their  collection  districts,  and  to  grant  a  permit  to  land  the 
merchandise.  By  section  2966  the  collector  is  authorized  to 
take  possession  of  such  merchandise,  and  deposit  the  same  in 
bonded  warehouses,  and  by  section  2969  all  merchandise  of 
which  the  collector  shall  take  possession  under  these  provisions 
shall  be  kept  with  due  and  reasonable  care  at  the  charge  and 
risk  of  the  owner.  By  section  2871  the  collector,  "upon  or 
after  the  issuing  of  a  general  order,"  (for  the  unloading  of  the 
cargo,)  "  shall  grant,  upon  proper  application  therefor,  a  special 
license  to  unlade  the  cargo  of  said  vessel  at  night,  that  is  to 
say,  between  sunset  and  sunrise,"  upon  a  bond  of  indemnity 
being  given,  etc.,  "  and  any  liability  of  the  master  or  owner  of 
any  such  steamship  to  the  owner  or  consignee  of  any  merchan- 
dise landed  from  her  shall  not  be  affected  by  the  granting  of 
such  special  license  or  of  any  general  order,  but  such  liability 


C01<  STABLE  V.  NATIONAL   STEAMSHIP   CO.        76 

Opinion  of  the  Court. 

shall  continue  until  the  merchandise  is  properly  removed  from 
the  dock  whereon  the  same  may  be  landed."  There  is  cer- 
tainly nothing  here  which  contemplates  that  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  shall  enter  into  any  independent  obligation,  assuming 
new  liabilities  or  expanding  in  any  way  existing  liabilities,  to 
the  consignee.  The  object  of  the  statute  is  clearly  to  preserve 
the  status  quo  ;  to  continue  such  liability  as  already  exists  and 
to  preclude  the  ship  owner  from  claiming  that,  by  the  action 
of  the  collector,  his  liability  to  the  owner  of  the  merchandise 
is  impaired  or  restricted.  In  the  language  of  the  statute,  any 
previous  liability  "  shall  not  be  aflfected,"  "  but  such  liability 
shall  continue  until  the  merchandise  is  properly  removed  from 
the  dock  whereon  the  same  may  be  landed."  It  is  true  that 
no  mention  is  here  made  of  the  power  of  the  collector  to  allow 
the  unpermitted  cargo  to  remain  forty-eight  hours  upon  the 
wharf,  and  no  such  power  is  expressly  given  ;  but  by  section 
2989  "  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  from  time  to  time 
establish  such  rules  and  regulations,  not  inconsistent  with  la/w^ 
for  the  due  execution  of  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  and  to 
secure  a  just  accountability  under  the  same  as  he  may  deem  to 
be  expedient  and  necessary."  While  there  is  nothing  in  the 
statute  allowing  any  fixed  time  to  elapse  between  the  unlading 
of  the  goods  and  their  removal  to  a  bonded  warehouse,  the 
statute  does  not  prohibit  such  time  being  allowed,  and  as  some 
interval  must  necessarily  elapse  for  the  examination  and  ap- 
praisement of  the  goods  designed  for  immediate  delivery  to 
the  importer  —  duties  which  can  most  readily  be  performed 
while  the  goods  are  yet  upon  the  wharf  —  and  as  it  is  for  the 
mutual  benefit  of  the  government  and  consignee  to  allow  some 
such  interval  of  time  to  elapse,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
is  doubtless  vested  with  a  certain  discretion  in  that  particular, 
under  the  power  given  him  by  section  2989,  and  also  by  section 
251,  which  authorizes  him  to  make  rules  and  regulations  not 
inconsistent  with  law  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  law 
relating  to  raising  revenue  from  imports. 

In  pursuance  of  this  authority  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
on  May  5,  1877,  adopted  certain  regulations  concerning  the 
dischai^  of  steamships,  of  which  the  following  only  is  mate- 
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rial :  "  Goods  will  be  delivered  from  the  docks  by  the  inspector 
as  fast  as  permits  therefor  are  presented,  and  such  as  are  dis- 
charged for  which  no  delivery  permit  has  been  received  will 
be  sent  to  the  general-order  store.  The  collector  may,  at  the 
request  of  the  master,  agent,  or  owner  of  the  vessel,  allow 
goods  landed  but  not  '  permitted '  to  remain  on  the  docks,  at 
the  sole  risk  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel,  not  longer  than  forty- 
eight  hours  from  the  time  of  their  discharge,  upon  the  pro- 
duction of  evidence  that  the  owner  of  the  vessel  assumes  the 
risk  of  the  goods  allowed  to  remain  and  agrees  to  pay  the 
duties  on  any  goods  which  may  be  lost  by  so  remaining.  This 
request  must  be  made  in  writing  to  the  collector,  and  must 
state  that  if  the  permission  is  granted  the  goods  will  be  at  the 
risk  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel ;  that  he  will  pay  all  duties  on 
goods  that  may  be  lost,  and  must  be  signed  by  the  owner  of 
the  vessel  or  his  agent  duly  authorized.  The  consent  of  the 
collector  thereto  must  also  be  granted  in  writing.  At  the 
expiration  of  the  forty-eight  hours,  no  permit  having  been 
received  for  their  delivery  by  the  inspector,  the  collector  shall 
send  the  goods  to  the  general-order  store  to  have  the  same 
weighed  or  gauged,  if  required." 

In  this  connection  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  is  an  officer  of  the  government;  that  his 
powers  are  limited  by  law;  that  his  duty  is  to  protect  the 
revenues  of  the  government  and  to  prevent  smuggling  or 
other  illegal  practices,  whereby  the  government  may  be 
defrauded  of  its  revenue ;  and  that  he  owes  no  duty  to  indi- 
viduals beyond  seeing  that  their  rights  are  not  prejudiced  any 
further  than  is  necessary  by  the  action  of  the  customs  officers. 
He  is  neither  the  agent  of  the  vessel  nor  of  the  importer,  but 
stands  between  them,  representing  only  the  government  and 
charged  only  with  the  collection  of  its  revenue.  The  above 
regulation,  when  carefully  examined,  is  consistent  with  this 
view.  It  requires  the  collector  to  allow  the  goods  to  remain 
upon  the  docks  "  at  the  sole  risk  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel," 
and  requires  the  latter  to  assume  "  the  risk  of  the  goods  al- 
lowed to  remain,"  and  to  agree  "to  pay  the  duty  on  any 
goods  which  may  be  lost  by  so  remaining."     It  is  obvious 
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from  the  context  that  the  risk  referred  to  is  the  risk  as  be- 
tween the  owner  of  the  vessel  and  the  government,  viz.,  the 
risk  of  paying  duties  upon  such  goods  as  may  be  lost  during 
the  forty-eight  hours.  The  permit  is  granted  primarily  for 
the  benefit  and  at  the.  request  of  the  vessel,  which  retains  its 
lien  for  freight  for  the  goods  so  long  as  they  remain  on  the 
dock.  The  government  has  as  yet  no  claim  for  duties  against 
the  consignee  of  the  goods,  and  it  is  just  that  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  should  assume  the  liability  for  duties.  There  is  nothing 
here  indicating  an  intention  of  imposing  any  liability  upon  the 
ship  owner  for  the  goods  themselves,  except  so  far  as  to  pro- 
tect the  government  from  loss.  The  loss  referred  to  is  prob- 
ably a  loss  by  theft,  to  which  these  warehouses  are  peculiarly 
subject,  since,  if  the  goods  were  destroyed  by  fire,  the  con- 
signee would,  under  section  2984,  be  entitled  to  an  abatement 
or  refund  of  duties.  This  construction  of  the  ship  owner's 
obligation  is  rather  emphasized  than  otherwise  by  the  subse- 
quent clause  of  the  regulation :  ^^  This  request  must  be  made 
in  writing  to  the  collector,  and  must  state  that  if  the  permis- 
sion is  granted  the  goods  will  be  at  the  risk  of  the  owner  of 
the  vessel ;  that  he  will  pay  all  duties  on  goods  which  may  be 
lost,"  etc.  The  risk  he  thus  assumes  is  the  risk  of  paying  the 
duties  upon  goods  which  may  be  lost.  There  is  nothing  in 
these  instructions,  interpreted  in  the  light  of  the  statute  and 
of  the  powers  of  the  collector,  to  justify  the  inference  that  it 
was  intended  to  impose  any  new  or  different  obligation  upon 
the  owner  of  the  vessel,  with  respect  to  the  consignees  of  the 
merchandise. 

In  the  forms  prescribed,  probably  by  the  department,  to 
cany  out  these  regulations,  however,  there  is  an  apparent 
departure  both  from  the  language  of  the  statute  and  the 
Treasury  regulations,  in  the  obligation  the  owner  of  the  ves- 
sel is  required  to  assume,  "  to  pay  to  the  consignee  or  owner 
the  value  of  such  cargo  respectively  as  may  be  stolen,  huniedy 
or  otherwise  lost,  and  also  pay  all  duties  on  cargo  which  may 
be  in  any  way  lost  by  so  remaining."  Here  the  obligation 
to  indemnify  the  consignee  first  appears  and  occupies  the  most 
prominent  place,  and  is  extended  to  goods  stolen,  burned,  or 
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otherwise  lost,  while  the  obligation  to  {{ay  duties  is  mentioned 
rather  incidentally  than  otherwise.  Wherever,  or  by  whom- 
soever these  forms  were  prepared,  we  must,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case,  treat  them  as  the  act  of  the  collector,  who,  if  this 
contract  be  construed  as  intended  for  the  protection  of  any 
one  but  the  collector  himself,  clearly  exceeded  his  authority 
in  requiring  the  owner  of  the  vessel  to  assume,  as  against  the 
consignee,  the  risk  of  their  being  burned  while  upon  the  wharf. 
As  the  Circuit  Court  finds  that  '^  such  application  was  in  the 
form  required  by  said  collector,  without  which  permit  would 
not  be  granted,  and  the  entire  cargo  would  be  sent  to  the 
public  store,"  it  cannot  be  treated  as  the  voluntary  act  of  the 
ship  owner  any  further  than  this  contract  or  obligation  con- 
formed to  the  requirements  of  the  statute  or  the  Treasury 
regulations,  which  were  designed,  as  we  have  already  stated, 
only  to  preserve  the  previous  rights  of  the  consignee  against 
the  owner  of  the  steamship  unimpaired^by  the  action  of  the 
collector.  Beyond  this  it  must  be  treated  either  as  obtained 
by  duress,  or  so  plainly  inconsistent  with  the  previous  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  inter  sese  as  to  be  of  no  avail  to  the 
consignee. 

It  is  a  familiar  doctrine  in  this  court  that  a  bond  or  other 
obligation  extorted  by  a  public  officer,  under  color  of  his 
office,  cannot  be  enforced,  and  the  remarks  of  this  court  in 
the  case  of  United  States  v.  Tingey^  5  Pet.  115,  129,  are  per- 
tinent in  this  connection.  In  this  case  the  Navy  Department 
caused  a  form  of  bond,  not  prescribed  by  law,  to  be  prepared 
and  transmitted  to  one  Deblois,  a  person  to  whom  the  dis- 
bursement of  public  moneys  was  entrusted  as  purser,  to  secure 
fidelity  in  his  official  duties,  with  a  condition  that  it  should 
be  executed  by  him  with  sufficient  sureties  before  he  should 
be  permitted  to  remain  in  office,  or  to  receive  the  pay  or 
emoluments  attached  to  the  office.  ''The  substance  of  this 
plea,"  said  the  court,  "  is,  that  the  bond,  with  the  above  con- 
dition, variant  from  that  prescribed  by  law,  was,  under  color 
of  office,  extorted  from  Deblois  and  his  sureties,  contrary  to 
the  statute,  by  the  then  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  as  the  condi- 
tion of  his  remaining  in  the  office  of  purser,  and  receiving  its 
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'emolnments.  There  is  no  pretence  then  to  say,  that  it  was 
a  bond  voluntarily  given,  or  that,  though  different  from  the 
form  prescribed  by  statute,  it  was  received  and  executed  with- 
out objection.  It  was  demanded  of  the  party,  upon  the  peril 
of  losing  his  office;  it  was  extorted  under  color  of  office, 
against  the  requisitions  of  the  statute.  It  was  plainly  then 
an  illegal  bond  ;  for  no  officer  of  the  government  has  a  right, 
by  color  of  his  office,  to  require  from  any  subordinate  officer, 
iis  a  condition  of  holding  office,  that  he  should  execute  a  bond 
with  a  condition  different  from  that  prescribed  by  law.  That 
would  be,  not  to  execute,  but  to  supersede  the  requisitions  of 
law." 

A  distinction  is  drawn  in  this  class  of  cases  between  a  bond 
compulsorily  executed,  as  in  the  case  under  consideration,  and 
a  bond  or  other  obligation  voluntarily  given  to  the  govern- 
ment for  which  there  is  no  statutory  authority.  In  this  lat- 
ter case  the  bond  has  been  held  to  be  valid.  United  States  y, 
Bradley,  10  Pet.  343,  358 ;  United  States  v.  Hodson,  10  Wall 
395. 

Upon  the  whole  case  we  are  of  opinion : 

1.  That  the  stipulation  in  the  bill  of  lading  that  respondent 
should  not  be  liable  for  a  fire  happening  after  unloading  the 
•cargo  was  reasonable  and  valid. 

a.  That  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  at  the  Inman  pier  was 
not  in  the  eye  of  the  law  a  deviation  such  as  to  render  the 
carrier  an  insurer  of  the  goods  so  unladen. 

3.  That  if  any  notice  of  such  unloading  was  required  at 
all,  the  bulletin  posted  in  the  custom-house  was  sufficient 
under  the  practice  and  usagefe  of  the  port  of  New  York. 

4.  That  libellants,  having  taken  no  steps  upon  the  faith  of 
the  cargo  being  unladen  at  respondent's  pier,  were  not  preju- 
diced by  the  change. 

5.  That  the  agreement  of  the  respondent  with  the  collector 
of  customs  to  pay  the  consignees  the  value  of  the  goods  was 
not  one  of  which  the  libellants  could  avail  themselves  as  add- 
ing to  the  obligations  of  their  contract  with  respondent. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore 

Affirmed. 
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Mr,  Justice  Jackson,  with  whom  concurred  Me.  Justice 
Field  and  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  dissenting. 

I  dissent  from  the  judgment  and  opinion  of  the  court  in 
this  case. 

The  liability  of  the  respondent  is  not  relieved  by  the  pro- 
visions of  section  4282  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  reenacting  the 
first  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1851,  as  the 
fire  by  which  the  goods  were  destroyed  did  not  happen  "  to 
or  on  board  the  vessel."  Morewood  v.  PoUoh^  1  El.  &  Bl. 
743 ;  Salmon  FaUs  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bark  Tangier,  21  Law  Reporter, 
6.  Nor  is  the  question  of  the  carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  the 
goods  controlled  by  any  supposed  policy  of  that  enactment. 

The  National  Steamship  Company,  by  the  contract  of 
aflfreightment  embodied  in  the  bill  of  lading,  undertook  not 
merely  to  carry,  but  to  ddmer  the  thirty-six  cases  of  merchan- 
dise in  question  at  the  port  of  New  York  unto  the  libellants 
in  like  good  order  and  condition  as  received,  subject  to  cer- 
tain exceptions  and  conditions,  designed  to  lessen  or  limit  its 
liability  and  modify  its  duty  as  a  common  carrier. 

The  goods  were  not  delivered,  either  actually  or  construc- 
tively, to  the  consignees,  but  were  destroyed  by  fire  while 
still  in  the  custody  and  possession  of  the  steamship  company 
as  carrier,  after  being  landed  and  deposited  on  the  Inman 
pier.  No.  36,  under  a  special  order  or  permit  which  the  steam- 
ship company  applied  for  and  obtained  from  the  collector  of 
the  port,  allowing  the  goods  to  remain  upon  the  wharf  for 
forty-eight  hours  from  the  time  of  granting  the  general  order 
to  discharge. 

The  steamship  company,  as  a  common  carrier,  is,  upon  well- 
settled  principles,  responsible  for  this  loss,  unless  it  is  relieved 
from  liability  by  some  special  exception  or  express  stipulation 
in  the  bill  of  lading,  or  by  reason  of  some  established  or 
known  usage  at  the  port  of  New  York. 

The  conditions  and  provisions  contained  in  the  bill  of  lading, 
so  far  as  the  same  are  material  to  the  present  controversy,  are 
!is  follows : 

1.  "  Fire  before  loading  in  the  ship,  or  after  unloading."    . 
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2.  "  The  National  Steamship  Company,  or  its  agents,  or  any 
of  its  servants  are  not  to  be  liable  for  any  damage  to  any 
goods  which  is  capable  of  being  covered  by  insurance." 

3.  "  The  goods  to  be  taken  from  alongside  by  the  consignee 
immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to  discharge,  or  otherwise 
they  will  be  landed  by  the  master  and  deposited  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  consignee  and  at  his  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury, 
in  the  warehouse  provided  for  that  purpose  or  in  the  public 
store,  as  the  collector  of  the  port  of  New  York  shall  direct, 
and  when  deposited  in  the  warehouse  or  store  to  be  subject 
to  storage,  the  collector  of  the  port  being  hereby  authorized 
to  grant  a  general  order  for  discharge  immediately  after 
entry  of  the  ship." 

4.  "The  United  States  Treasury  having  given  permission 
for  goods  to  remain  forty-eight  hours  on  wharf  at  New  York, 
any  goods  so  left  by  consignee  will  be  at  his  or  their  risk  of 
fire,  loss,  or  injury." 

These  provisions  of  the  affreightment  contract,  modifying 
and  qualifying  the  carrier's  common  law  liability,  must,  in 
accordance  with  the  well-settled  rule,  be  construed  strictly. 
Their  meaning  is  not  to  be  extended  by  presumption  so  as  to 
give  the  carrier  protection  beyond  what  has  been  stipidated 
for  in  clear  and  unmistakable  terms.  In  so  far  as  they  are 
ambiguous  or  leave  the  intention  of  the  parties  in  doubt,  they 
are  to  be  construed  against  the  steamship  company.  EdsM 
V.  Camden  and  Amboy  RaUroad^  50  N.  Y.  661 ;  Taylor  v. 
Lwerpool  &  Ot  Western  Steam  Co.^  L.  R  9  Q.  B.  546 ;  Bishop 
on  Contracts,  411 ;  Carver  on  Carriers,  §  77. 

Now,  subjecting  the  terms  and  stipulations  of  the  bill  of 
lading  to  the  test  of  this  established  rule  of  construction,  did 
they  clearly  and  expressly  confer  upon  the  steamship  company 
the  right  to  discharge  and  deposit  the  goods  upon  the  Inman 
wharf  at  the  risk  of  the  consignees,  without  previous  notice 
to  them,  or  any  knowledge  on  their  part,  as  to  when  and 
where  the  steamer  would  be  docked  and  its  cargo  landed  f 

It  is  settled  by  the  authorities  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  car- 
rier, unless  specially  relieved  from  so  doing  by  the  contract  of 
affreightment,  to  give  due  and  reasonable  notice  to  the  con- 
VOL.  ouv— 6 
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signee  of  the  time  and  place  of  discharging  the  goods,  and  to 
properly  separate  the  different  consignments,  so  as  to  afford 
the  consignee  a  fair  opportunity  to  remove  the  goods,  or  to  put 
them  under  proper  care  and  custody. 

In  The  Eddy,  5  Wall.  481,  495,  the  general  rule  is  thus 
stated  by  this  court :  "  Delivery  on  the  wharf,  in  the  case  of 
goods  transported  by  ships,  is  sufficient  under  our  law,  if  due 
notice  be  given  to  the  consignees  and  the  different  consign- 
ments be  properly  separated  so  as  to  be  open  to  inspection  and 
conveniently  accessible  to  their  respective  owners.  Where  the 
contract  is  to  carry  by  water  from  port  to  port,  an  actual  de- 
livery of  the  goods  into  the  possession  of  the  owner  or  con- 
signee, or  at  his  warehouse,  is  not  required  in  order  to  discharge 
the  carrier  from  his  liability.  He  may  deliver  them  on  the 
wharf;  but  to  constitute  a  valid  delivery  there  the  master 
should  give  due  and  reasonable  notice  to  the  consignee,  so  as 
to  afford  him  a  fair  opportunity  to  remove  the  goods  or  put 
them  under  proper  care  and  custody.  When  the  goods,  after 
being  so  discharged  and  the  different  consignments  properly 
separated,  are  not  accepted  by  the  consignee  or  owner  of  the 
cargo,  the  carrier  should  not  leave  them  exposed  on  the  wharf, 
but  should  store  them  in  a  place  of  safety,  notifying  the  con- 
signee or  owner  that  they  are  so  stored,  subject  to  the  lien  of 
the  ship  for  the  freight  and  charges,  and  when  he  has  done  so 
he  is  no  longer  liable  on  his  contract  of  affreightment"  This 
statement  of  the  law  is  reaffirmed  in  Ex  parte  Easton^9&  U.  S. 
68,  75,  and  is  fully  supported  by  the  authorities  both  in  this 
country  and  in  England. 

Thus  in  McAndrew  v.  WhiOodij  52  N.  Y.  40,  it  was  held 
that  a  carrier  of  goods,  by  water,  may  land  them  at  a  wharf 
at  the  port  of  destination,  but  not  until  after  he  has  given  the 
consignee  due  notice  of  their  arrival  and  unlading,  and  af- 
forded him  a  reasonable  time  to  take  charge  of  and  secure 
them.  In  the  meantime,  instead  of  leaving  them  on  the 
wharf,  it  is  his  duty  to  take  care  of  them  for  the  owners.  See 
also  to  the  same  effect  Zinn  v.  N.  J.  Steamboat  Co.,  49  N.  T. 
442 ;  The  Mary  Washington,  Chase,  125 ;  The  Santee,  7  Blatch- 
ford,  186;  Eohn  v.  Packard,  3  La.  224;  The  Tybee,  1  Woods, 
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358,  361 ;  Angell  on  Carriers,  §  310,  and  Bedfield  on  Carriers, 
§129. 

In  the  present  case,  as  shown  by  the  seventeenth  and  eigh- 
teenth findings  of  fact,  the  carrier  did  not  comply  with  the 
requirement  of  the  law  in  giving  notice  of  the  time  and  place 
the  steamer  would  discharge  her  cargo,  nor  did  the  consignees 
have  any  knowledge  either  of  the  vessel's  readiness  to  dis- 
charge  or  that  their  merchandise  would  be  or  had  been  landed 
and  deposited  upon  the  Inman  dock ;  and  the  question  is  whether 
the  special  conditions  and  stipulations  of  the  bill  of  lading 
were  intended  to  dispense  with  such  notice,  or  can  be  reason- 
ably construed  to  mean  that  the  carrier  was  authorized  to 
deposit  the  goods  on  the  wharf  at  the  risk  of  the  consignees 
without  giving  them  previous  notice,  and  a  reasonable  oppor- 
tunity to  take  charge  of  the  same. 

The  only  clauses  of  the  bill  of  lading  bearing  upon  this  ques- 
tion are  the  first,  third,  and  fourth,  as  above  quoted. 

The  exemption  from  liability  for  loss  by  "  fire  after  unload- 
ing," does  not,  by  its  terms,  confer  any  authority  to  deposit 
the  goods  upon  the  wharf  without  notice  to  and  at  the  risk 
of  the  consignees.  The  words,  ^'  fire  after  unloading,"  must 
receive  a  reasonable  construction.  They  manifestly  do  not 
confer  upon  the  carrier  an  unqualified  discretion  as  to  when 
and  where  the  cargo  may  be  unloaded.  The  steamship  com- 
pany could  not,  for  instance,  under  that  provision  of  the  bill 
of  lading,  have  discharged  the  goods  of  the  consignee  at 
Brookljm  or  Jersey  City,  and  claimed  exemption  from  liability 
in  the  event  of  their  destruction  by  fire  while  so  landed.  The 
clause  clearly  contemplates,  and  should  be  confined  to,  a  law- 
ful unloading,  made  in  the  proper  execution  of  the  contract  to 
deliver — such  an  unloading  as  will  conform  to  the  law  or 
usage  of  the  port  of  destination,  or  to  the  special  contract  of 
the  parties.  The  generality  of  its  language  in  this  case  is  to 
be  restricted  and  interpreted  by  the  subsequent  and  more 
particular  provision  found  in  the  third  of  the  above  clauses, 
directing  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the  goods,  if  the  same 
are  not  taken  from  alongside  of  the  vessel  when  it  is  ready  to 
discharge.    These  clauses  do  not  operate  to  Umit  the  carrier's 
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duty  and  obligation  as  prescribed  by  law,  beyond  what  is 
clearly  expressed  in  the  terms  thereof,  or  may  be  fairly  implied 
therefrom.  They  do  not,  either  singly  or  collectively,  relieve 
the  carrier  from  its  duty  to  notify  the  consignees  of  the  time 
and  place  of  discharging  the  merchandise;  nor  do  they 
authorize  the  carrier  to  deposit  the  goods  on  the  wharf  at  the 
risk  of  the  consignees  without  such  notice. 

In  The  Santee^  7  Blatchford,  186,  the  bill  of  lading  contained 
the  special  clause  that  the  articles  named  therein  should  be  at 
the  risk  of  the  consignee  or  owner  thereof,  as  soon  as  delivered 
from  the  tackles  of  the  steamer  at  her  port  of  destination,  and 
that  they  should  be  received  by  the  consignee,  package  by 
package,  as  so  delivered.  If  not  taken  away  the  same  day 
they  might  be  sent  to  a  store  or  permitted  to  lie  where  landed, 
at  the  expense  and  risk  of  the  owner  or  consignee.  It  was 
held  by  the  court  that,  notwithstanding  such  special  contract, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  give  reasonable  notice  to  the 
consignees  of  the  arrival  and  discharge  of  the  vessel,  so  as  to 
enable  them  to  attend  and  receive  the  goods,  and  themselves 
assume  and  exercise  that  care  and  responsibility  of  which  the 
carrier  was  to  be  relieved.  The  same  rule  is  laid  down  in 
Collins  v.  Bunuy  63  N.  T.  1 ;  Tarhell  v.  Hot/al  ExcJiange 
Shipping  Co.y  110  N.  T.  170 ;  and  Wheeler  on  Carriers,  833. 

In  Ta/rheU  v.  Royal  Eechange  Shipping  Co.,  110  N.  T.  170, 180, 
the  bill  of  lading  on  merchandise  from  a  foreign  port  contained 
the  provision  that  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  from  the 
ship's  deck  (when  the  ship  owner's  responsibility  should 
cease)  at  the  port  of  New  York,  and  "  were  to  be  received  by 
the  consignees  immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to  discharge, 
or  otherwise  they  will  be  landed  and  stored,  at  the  sole 
expense  and  risk  of  the  consignees,  in  the  warehouses  provided 
for  that  purpose,  or  in  the  public  store,  as  the  collector  of  the 
port  of  New  York  shall  direct."  The  Court  of  Appeals  of 
New  York  held  that  the  carrier  must,  if  practicable,  give 
notice  to  the  consignee  of  the  arrival  of  the  goods,  and  that 
when  this  had  been  done,  and  the  goods  had  been  discharged 
in  the  usual  and  proper  place,  and  reasonable  opportunity 
afforded  to  the  consignee  to  remove  them,  the  liability  of  the 
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carrier  as  such  would  terminate,  and,  in  respect  to  the  clauses 
in  question,  the  court  said :  "  The  general  duty  of  a  carrier 
to  deliver,  and  of  a  consignee  to  receive,  as  defined  in  the 
authorities  to  which  we  have  referred,  is  not,  we  think,  essen- 
tially changed  by  the  clause  in  the  bill  of  lading  that  the 
goods  are  to  be  delivered  from  the  ship's  deck,  (when  the  ship 
owner's  responsibility  shall  cease,)  or  by  the  clause  that  the 
goods  are  to  be  received  by  the  consignee  '  immediately  the 
vessel  is  ready  to  discharge.'  " 

The  position  taken  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the 
clauses  in  the  bill  of  lading  under  consideration  are  inconsist- 
ent with  the  idea  of  personal  notice  to  the  consignees,  is  not 
supported  by  the  authorities,  but  is  in  direct  conflict  therewith. 

The  case  of  OleadeU  v.  Thomaouy  56  N.  T.  194,  cited  in  the 
opinion,  is,  when  analyzed,  essentially  different  from  the  case 
at  bar.  In  that  case  the  bill  of  lading  contained  the  provi- 
sion that  the  goods  should  be  taken  from  alongside  by  the 
consignees  ^^immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to  discharge,  or 
otherwise  the  privilege  is  reserved  to  the  vessel  to  land  them 
on  the  jpieTy  or  put  them  into  craft,  or  deposit  them  in  the 
warehouse  designated  by  the  collector  of  the  port  of  New 
York,  all  at  the  expense  of  the  consignee,  and  at  his  risk  of 
fire,  loss,  or  injury."  It  was  held  by  the  court  that  it  was 
not  incumbent  on  the  carrier  to  give  notice  of  readiness  to 
discharge  the  goods  as  a  condition  of  his  exercising  the 
privilege  of  depositing  them  upon  the  pier,  and  that  while  so 
deposited  they  were,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  at  the 
consignee's  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury. 

This  decision  means  nothing  more  than  that  under  the 
alternative  privilege  reserved  to  the  vessel  the  carrier  had  the 
right  to  land  the  goods  on  the  pier  at  the  consignees'  expense 
and  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury,  without  giving  the  consignees 
previous  notice  or  opportunity  to  take  the  goods  from  along- 
side the  ship.  The  bill  of  lading  in  the  case  at  bar  contains 
no  stipulation  reserving  to  the  vessel  the  privilege  of  landing 
the  goods  on  the  pier  at  the  expense  and  risk  of  the  consignees, 
as  in  OleadeU  v.  Thomson,  The  provision  of  the  bill  of  lading 
in  the  present  case  is  that  the  goods  are  to  be  taken  from 
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alongside  by  the  consignees  ^^  immediately  the  vessel  is  ready 
to  discharge,  or  otherwise  they  will  be  landed  hy  the  mctster 
and  deposited  at  the  expense  of  the  consignees,  and  at  their 
risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury,  in  the  warehouse  provided  for  that 
purpose  or  in  the  public  store^  as  the  collector  of  the  port  of 
New  York  shall  direct,"  and  when  deposited  in  the  warehouse 
or  store  to  be  subject  to  storage. 

If  the  rule  laid  down  in  Qleaddl  v.  Thomson  is  sound  and 
applicable  to  the  case  under  consideration,  then,  upon  its 
failure  or  neglect  to  give  the  consignees  notice  of  the  time 
and  place  of  discharging  the  cargo  so  as  to  enable  them  to 
take  their  goods  from  alongside  the  vessel,  the  steamship 
company  was  bound  to  land  and  deposit  the  goods  in  the 
warehouse  provided  for  that  purpose  or  in  a  public  store,  as 
the  collector  of  the  port  of  New  York  might  direct.  If  it 
failed  to  give  the  consignees  proper  notice  and  opportunity 
to  take  the  goods  from  alongside  when  the  vessel  was  ready 
to  discharge,  then  the  alternative  obligation,  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  contract,  was  that  the  master  of  the  steamer 
should  lar^  and  deposit  the  goods  in  a  warehouse  or  public 
store  as  the  collector  might  direct.  No  right  whatever  was 
reserved  in  this  stipulation  to  deposit  the  merchandise  upon 
the  pier  at  the  risk  of  the  consignees.  On  the  contrary,  the 
express  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  carrier,  by  this  provi- 
sion of  the  contract,  was  that  if  the  goods  were  not  taken 
from  alongside,  the  master  should  land  and  deposit  them  in 
one  or  the  other  of  the  designated  places. 

The  duty  on  the  part  of  the  consignees  to  take  the  goods 
from  alongside  the  vessel  necessarily  depended  upon  their 
having  notice  of  the  time  and  place,  when  and  where,  the 
vessel  would  discharge  her  cargo,  and  be  ready  to  make  deliv- 
ery. When,  therefore,  the  carrier  proceeded  w\th  the  dis- 
charge without  giving  such  notice,  the  alternative  stipulation 
of  the  contract,  as  well  as  its  legal  obligation  under  the  law, 
required  that  the  goods  should  be  "landed  and  deposited" 
in  the  manner  specified ;  and  the  fact  that  the  place  for  de- 
positing the  consignment  was  specially  designated  and  pro- 
vided for  in  event  it  was  not  taken  from  alongside  the  vessel, 
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clearly  negatives  the  right  of  the  carrier  to  deposit  it  on  the 
wharf  at  the  risk  of  the  consignees.  If  the  steamship  com- 
pany had,  without  notice  to  the  consignees,  landed  and  de- 
posited the  goods  in  a  bonded  warehouse,  or,  as  directed  by 
the  general  order  of  the  collector,  in  public  store  502-510 
Washington  Street,  then  the  case  would  have  come  within 
the  rule  laid  down  in  OlectdeU  v.  Thomson. 

There  is  no  finding  of  fact  in  this  case,  supporting  the  sug- 
gestion that  the  "  warehouse,"  referred  to  in  the  third  of  the 
above  quoted  clauses  of  the  bill  of  lading,  was  the  covered 
pier  or  wharf  on  which  the  goods  were  landed.  The  word 
'^  warehouse,"  wherever  used  in  the  bill  of  lading,  is  coupled 
with  the  words  ^^  public  store,"  and  it  is  plainly  evident  that 
they  have  the  same  meaning.  That  these  words  are  synony- 
mous, and  that  '^  warehouse,"  when  used  alone,  means  a 
"bonded  warehouse"  clearly  appears  in  the  sections  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  relating  to  the  collection  of  customs  duties. 
Sections  2954,  et  seq.  That  no  different  meaning  is  given  to 
the  word  "warehouse,"  when  used  in  connection  with  the 
customs  laws,  further  appears  from  the  definition  given  it  in 
the  standard  dictionaries. 

It  appears  by  the  sixteenth  finding  of  fact  that  the  respon- 
dent on  the  afternoon  of  Januaiy  31,  1883,  soon  after  the 
entry  of  the  vessel,  caused  a  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of 
discharge  to  be  posted  on  a  bulletin  board  in  the  custom- 
house ;  that  it  was  usual  to  post  such  notice  there,  but  that 
it  was  not  usual  to  publish  it  in  the  newspapers;  and  the 
conclusion  reached  by  this  court  is  "that  if  any  notice  of  such 
unloading  was  required  at  all,  the  bulletin  posted  in  the 
custom-house  was  sufficient  under  the  practice  and  usage  of 
the  port  of  New  York." 

This  conclusion  of  the  court  cannot,  for  several  reasons,  be 
sustained.  There  is  no  finding  of  the  court  below  of  any 
practice  or  usage  at  the  port  of  New  York  dispensing  with 
personal  notice  to  the  consignees,  nor  that  notice  posted  at 
the  custom-house  would,  by  any  well-established  or  known 
usage,  charge  or  affect  the  consignees  with  notice.  The 
authorities  clearly  establish  that  notice,  such  as  that  posted 
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upon  the  bulletin  board,  must  be  shown  to  have  oome  to 
the  actual  knowledge  of  the  consignees  in  order  to  bind  them, 
or  relieve  the  carrier  from  the  duty  of  giving  personal 
notice. 

In  The  MidcUeaex,  21  Law  Rep.  14,  15;  8.  C.  Brunner,  605, 
606,  it  wa«  said  by  Curtis,  J. :  ^'  Mere  knowledge  that  the 
vessel  has  arrived  and  is  discharging,  at  a  particidar  wharf, 
gained  in  some  casual  manner  by  the  consignee,  without  any 
act  on  the  part  of  the  master,  to  indicate  a  readiness  to  de- 
liver, is  not  within  the  usage,  which  is  for  the  master,  or 
some  agent  for  the  vessel,  to  give  notice  to  the  consignees. 
And  I  do  not  think  such  casual  knowledge  is  sufficient  to 
impose  on  the  consignee  the  duty  of  attending  to  the  dis- 
charge of  the  vessel,  and  being  in  readiness  to  receive  his 
goods  as  soon  as  they  are  ready  for  delivery.  ...  It 
must  be  remembered  that  it  is  not  knowledge  of  the  arrival 
of  the  vessel  and  that  she  is  discharging,  but  notice  of  the 
readiness  of  the  master  to  deliver,  which  is  the  operative 
fact." 

In  Kohn  v.  Packard^  8  La.  224,  229,  the  question  whether 
notice  of  the  arrival  of  a  vessel  published  in  the  newspapers 
was  binding  upon  the  consignees,  was  clearly  and  convincingly 
treated  by  Porter,  J.,  who  said :  "  If  we  understand  correctly 
the  usage  as  proved  in  evidence,  it  is  this :  that  notice  in  the 
newspapers  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  landing  goods  from 
a  vessel,  is  such  notice  as  places  the  goods  at  the  risk  of  the 
consignee.  In  other  words,  that  constructive  notice  binds  the 
party  as  effectually  as  personal  notice  would.  If  this  be 
the  custom,  then  it  is  one  which  this  court  is  prepared  to  say 
it  cannot  sanction.  Authorities  have  been  read  to  show  that 
the  goods  are  to  be  delivered  according  to  the  usage  of  the 
port  to  which  they  are  shipped.  The  principle  may  be  ad- 
mitted without  at  all  affecting  the  conclusion  to  which  we 
have  come,  for  though  the  custom  may  regulate  the  delivery, 
it  cannot  dispense  with  it.  Such  would  be  the  effect,  however, 
of  the  usage  relied  on  in  numerous  instances.  We  understand 
that  it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  of  affreightment  that 
there  be  an  engagement  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the  consignee. 
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He  consequently  must  be  informed  of  the  time  and  place  the 
delivery  is  to  be  made,  to  enable  him  to  receive  them,  and  if 
he  has  not  that  information,  the  other  party  to  the  contract 
cannot  dissolve  it.  Yet  the  custom  relied  on  assumes  that  he 
may ;  for  if  notice  in  the  newspapers  is  to  bind  the  consignee 
of  the  goods,  though  he  never  hears  of  it  or  sees  it,  and  if 
such  notice  confers  on  the  master  of  the  vessel  the  right  to 
land  the  goods  on  the  levee,  where  they  are  destroyed  or 
stolen,  then  it  follows  that  the  custom  dispenses  with  delivery, 
or  anything  equivalent  to  it.  This  we  think  custom  cannot 
do.  There  must  be  the  act  of  both  parties  to  terminate  the 
contract,  or  the  default  of  one  of  them  to  authorize  the  other 
to  do  so." 

In  Parsons  on  Shipping,  vol.  1,  p.  224,  it  is  laid  down  as  a 
general  proposition  that  ^'  in  all  cases  the  master  is  required 
to  give  notice  to  the  consignee  of  the  arrival  of  the  vessel, 
and  of  his  readiness  to  discharge  the  cargo,  and  knowledge, 
therefore,  acquired  that  the  vessel  has  arrived  and  will  dis- 
charge her  cargo  at  a  particular  wharf,  is  not  enough.  Gen- 
erally if  a  notice  in  the  newspapers  is  relied  on,  it  must  be 
shown  that  the  consignee  read  the  notice."  This  same  rule  is 
approved  in  Leggett  on  Bills  of  Lading,  p.  279. 

There  is  not  only  no  finding  by  the  court  below  that  the 
deposit  of  the  goods  on  the  In  man  pier.  No.  36,  without 
previous  notice  to  the  consignees,  was  in  accordance  with  any 
general  usage  of  the  port  of  New  York,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
the  court  found  a  state  of  facts  which  established  a  course  of 
dealing  between  the  parties  inconsistent  with  any  such  usage. 

Thus,  by  the  nineteenth  finding,  it  appears  that  during  the 
five  years  preceding  the  consignment  in  question  the  libellants 
had  received  six  consignments  of  merchandise  in  steamships 
belonging  to  the  respondent,  under  bills  of  lading  substantially 
in  the  same  form  as  the  bill  of  lading  herein,  all  of  which 
were  landed  and  discharged  on  pier  No.  39 ;  that  during  the 
same  period  the  freight  bills  for  these  six  consignments  were 
sent  to  the  libellants,  each  containing  a  reference  to  that  pier, 
and  that  pier  only,  as  the  pier  of  the  respondent  company 
where  the  goods  would  be  found  upon  their  arrival  and  dis- 
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charge ;  that  this  was  true  of  the  consignment  to  the  libellants- 
in  this  case,  the  freight  bill  of  which  was  the  same  in  form  as 
the  preceding  six,  and  which  was  not  received  by  the  libellants 
until  Febraaiy  1,  1888,  the  day  after  the  goods  had  been 
destroyed  by  fire. 

It  was  further  found  by  the  court  below : 

'*  (20)  That  during  the  said  five  years  preceding  the  time 
of  the  arrival  of  the  steamship  Egypt  in  this  case,  that  being 
the  period  during  which  the  libellants  had  been  receiving 
goods  by  the  respondent's  line  from  time  to  time  as  aforesaid, 
there  have  been  two  hundred  and  forty-one  arrivals  of  the 
respondent's  steamships  at  said  port  of  New  York  coming 
from  said  port  of  Liverpool,  and  in  only  eight  instances  does 
it  appear  that  the  said  steamships  or  any  of  them  discharged 
at  any  dock  other  than  that  known  as  the  National  dock, 
exclusively  occupied  and  controlled  by  the  respondent  as 
aforesaid,  and  no  evidence  was  offered  with  reference  to  the 
circumstances  attending  the  discharge  of  said  eight  vessels. 
As  to  forty-one  of  said  steamships,  evidence  of  the  place  of 
their  discharge  was  not  produced. 

"(22)  That  prior  to  the  arrival  and  discharge  of  said 
steamship  Egypt  at  said  Inman  dock  as  aforesaid  no  steam- 
ship belonging  to  the  respondent  from  said  port  of  Liverpool 
or  elsewhere  had  ever  been  discharged  at  said  dock  owned 
and  controlled  by  the  Inman  Steamship  Company,  Limited, 
as  aforesaid. 

"  (23)  That  said  dock  known  as  the  National  dock,  being 
pier  No.  39,  North  River,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  is  and 
was  at  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  steamship  Egypt  as 
aforesaid  the  usual  and  a  proper  place  at  said  port  of  New 
York  for  the  discharge  of  cargoes  coming  from  said  port  of 
Liverpool  in  steamships  belonging  to  the  respondent  company, 
and  is  and  was  at  such  time  a  proper  place  at  said  port  of 
New  York  for  the  discharge  of  the  said  thirty-six  packages 
of  merchandise  belonging  to  the  libellants,  and  destroyed  as 
aforesaid. 

"  (24)  That  said  dock  known  as  the  National  dock,  being 
said  pier  No.  39,  North  River,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  was 
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the  dock  and  place  ordinarily  and  generally,  but  not  invariably, 
used  at  said  port  of  New  York  for  the  discharge  of  cargoes 
coming  from  said  port  of  Liverpool  in  steamships  belonging 
to  the  respondent  company. 

"(25)  That  the  National  dock,  being  pier  No.  39,  North 
Biver,  in  said  city  of  New  York,  is  and  was  at  the  time  of 
the  discharge  of  the  steamship  Egypt  as  aforesaid,  the  dock 
or  wharf  to  which  consignees  of  cargo  coming  from  said  port 
of  Liverpool  to  said  port  of  New  York  in  steamships  belong- 
ing to  the  respondent  company  would  naturally  and  usually 
go  for  the  purpose  of  caring  for  and  receiving  a  delivery  of 
their  consignments." 

It  is  also  admitted  in  the  amended  answer  of  the  respon- 
dent that  "  there  is  nothing  in  the  bills  of  lading  which  led 
the  libellants  to  believe  that  the  goods  in  said  bills  of  lading 
were  not  to  be  landed  on  said  National  dock,  (No.  39,)  and 
there  delivered  "  to  the  libellants. 

It  is  not  set  up  or  claimed  in  the  answer  of  the  respondent 
that  in  discharging  and  depositing  the  goods,  without  notice 
to  the  consignees,  at  a  different  pier  from  that  at  which  it 
was  in  the  habit  of  landing  and  delivering  other  consign- 
ments to  the  libellants,  the  carrier  was  acting  in  pursuance 
of  any  established  custom  or  usage  of  the  port  of  New  York. 
No  such  justification  is  set  up ;  on  the  contrary,  the  answer 
alleges  that  the  consignees  had  due  and  proper  notice  that 
the  goods  would  be  landed  or  discharged  at  pier  No.  36. 
It  denied  the  libellants'  allegation  that  they  did  not  have 
notice  that  the  goods  were  not  to  be  landed  and  delivered 
at  the  National  dock,  No.  89,  and  averred  that  the  libellants 
did  have  notice  that  the  goods  carried  by  the  Egypt  were  to 
be  landed  at  pier  No.  36,  at  which  they  were  actually  landed. 
The  seventeenth  finding  of  fact  contradicts  this  denial  and 
averment  of  the  answer. 

The  carrier  having  landed  and  deposited  the  goods,  not  at 
its  usual  and  customary  place  of  discharge,  where  the  con- 
signees would  naturally  expect  to  receive  their  consignment, 
as  they  had  always  previously  done,  and  there  being  an 
implied  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  carriers  to  discharge 
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at  the  usual  wharf  acoording  to  the  established  course  of  deal- 
ing between  the  parties,  the  duty  of  giving  notice  that  the 
discharge  and  delivery  of  the  goods  would  be  made  at  another 
and  different  place  became  the  more  imperative  upon  the 
carrier. 

In  Story  on  Bailments,  §  545,  it  is  said :  ^^  In  America  the 
rule  adopted  in  regard  to  foreign  voyages,  although  it  has 
been  matter  of  some  controversy,  seems  to  be  that  in  such 
cases  the  carrier  is  not  bound  to  make  a  personal  delivery  of 
the  goods  to  the  consignee,  but  it  will  be  sufficient  that  he 
lands  them  at  the  tisital  .wharf  or  proper  place  of  landing, 
and  gives  due  and  reasonable  notice  thereof  to  the  con- 
signee. .  .  .  But  it  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the  rule  that 
due  and  reasonable  notice  should  be  given  to  the  consignee 
before  or  at  the  time  of  the  landing,  and  that  he  should  have 
a  fair  opportunity  of  providing  suitable  means  to  take  care  of 
the  goods  and  to  carry  them  away." 

So,  in  Addison  on  Contracts,  §  961 :  ^^  If  it  is  customary  for 
the  carrier  by  water  to  carry  merely  from  port  to  port,  or  from 
wharf  to  wharf,  and  for  the  owner  or  consignee  to  fetch  the 
goods  from  the  vessel  itself,  or  from  the  wharf,  as  soon  as 
the  arrival  of  the  ship  has  been  reported,  the  carrier  must 
give  such  owner  or  consignee  notice  of  the  arrival  of  the 
goods  on  board,  or  at  the  customary  place  of  destination,  in 
order  to  discharge  himself  from  further  liability  as  a  carrier. 
He  cannot  at  once  discharge  himself  from  further  liability  by 
immediately  landing  the  goods  without  any  notice  to  the  con- 
signee, but  is  bound  to  keep  the  goods  on  board  or  on  the 
wharf,  at  his  own  risk,  for  a  reasonable  time,  to  enable  the 
consignee  or  his  assigns  to  come  and  fetch  them." 

The  rule  thus  laid  down  is  supported  by  Salmon  FaUe  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Bark  Tangier^  21  Law  Rep.  6 ;  Gibson  v.  Gvlver^  17 
Wend.  305;  2  Kent,  604;  Maclachlan  on  Merchant  Ship- 
ping, (4th  ed.,)  453,  454 ;  Hyde  v.  Trent  dk  Mersey  Navi^Or 
tion  Co,,  5  T.  R.  389 ;  Oatliffe  v.  Bourne,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  314. 

In  Oatliffe  v.  Bourne,  to  a  declaration  on  a  contract  by  a 
master  of  a  steam  vessel  to  convey  goods  from  Dublin  to 
London,  and  to  deliver  the  same  at  the  port  of  London  to  the 
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plaintiff  or  his  assigns,  a  plea  was  filed  to  the  effect  that  after 
the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  London  defendant  cansed  the 
goods  to  be  unshipped  and  safely  and  securely  landed  and 
deposited  in  and  upon  a  certain  wharf,  called  Fenning's 
wharf,  at  the  port  of  London,  there  to  remain  until  they 
coald  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  said  wharf  being  a  place 
where  goods  from  Dublin  were  customarily  landed  and  de- 
posited for  the  use  of  consignees,  and  a  place  fit  and  proper 
for  such  purposes ;  that  while  the  goods  were  thus  deposited 
upon  said  wharf  and  before  a  reasonable  time  for  delivery 
had  elapsed,  they  were  destroyed  by  an  accidental  fire.  This 
plea  was  held  to  be  bad,  and  the  carrier  was  charged  with  the 
loss  of  the  goods  accidently  burned  while  deposited  on  the 
wharf.  This  decision  was  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber, Bourne  v.  GatUfej  3  Man.  &  Gr.  648,  and  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  Bourne  v.  OaOife,  11  01.  &  Fin.  45 ;  S.  G.  7  Man. 
&  Gr.  850,  and  S.  C.  8  Scott,  (K  R.,)  604.  In  the  report  of 
the  case  before  the  House  of  Lords  it  is  stated  that  no  notice 
was  given  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  goods  were  landed  upon 
the  wharf. 

This  case,  in  principle,  controls  the  present  case,  unless  the 
special  clauses  of  the  bill  of  lading  authorize  the  deposit  of 
the  goods  u^n  the  In  man  wharf  without  notice  to  the  con- 
signees and  at  their  risk.  The  provisions  of  the  bill  of  lading 
already  considered  do  not  confer  such  authority,  and  if  it 
exists  it  must  be  found  in  the  remaining  clause,  viz. :  '^  The 
TTnited  States  Treasury  having  given  permission  for  goods  to 
remain  forty-eight  hours  on  wharf  at  New  York,  any  goods 
so  left  by  coneiffnee  will  be  at  his  or  their  risk  of  fire,  loss, 
or  injury.'' 

This  is  the  only  clause  in  the  bill  of  lading  which  in  any 
way  refers  to  a  deposit  of  the  goods  upon  the  wharf.  The 
court  in  its  opinion  construes  this  language  to  mean  ^^The 
United  States  Treasury  having  given  permission  for  goods  to 
remain  forty-eight  hours  on  wharf  at  New  York,  any  goods  so 
remaining  will  be  at  the  consignee's  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury." 
This  construction  not  only  gives  no  effect  to  the  words  '^  left 
by  the  consignee,"  but  substitutes  the  act  of  the  master  for 
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that  of  the  consignee.  It  makes  the  master's  act  of  depositing 
a  leaving  by  the  consignees.  The  words  "  left  by  tiie  con- 
signee "  clearly  contemplate  the  voluntary  leaving,  not  by  the 
master,  but  by  the  consignee,  which  could  only  occur  after 
due  notice  that  the  goods  were  so  deposited,  and  a  reasonable 
opportunity  afforded  for  removing  them.  The  words  import 
a  voluntary  act  of  leaving  on  the  part  of  the  consignee,  that 
is  to  say,  the  consignee  must  suffer  or  permit  the  goods  to 
remain,  or  omit  to  remove  them  after  it  has  become  his  or 
their  duty  so  to  do.  The  consignees'  duty  of  positive  and 
affirmative  action  is  not  called  into  exercise  until  after  they 
have  had  notice  that  their  goods  will  be  or  have  been  deposited 
on  the  wharf.  Until  such  notice  and  an  opportunity  to  take 
charge  of  the  goods  is  given  to  the  consignees,  it  is  a  perversion 
of  language  to  say  that  the  goods  are  left  by  them. 

Beading  this  clause  in  connection  with  the  former,  it  clearly 
appears  that  what  the  parties  meant  and  provided  for  was 
that  if  the  consignees  were  not  ready  to  receive  their  goods 
immediately  upon  their  discharge  from  the  vessel,  the  master 
was  to  deposit  them,  not  on  the  dock  or  wharfs  but  in  the 
warehouse  or  pvhlic  store  at  the  expense  and  risk  of  the  con- 
signees ;  but  that  if  the  carrier  availed  itself  of  the  Treasury 
regulations  to  deposit  the  goods  on  the  wharf  under  the  forty- 
eight  hour  clause,  the  consignees'  risk  and  liability  for  loss, 
while  so  deposited,  would  not  commence  until  after  they  had 
notice  of  such  deposit  and  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  remove 
the  goods.  It  cannot  be  properly  said  that  there  was  or  could 
be,  on  their  part,  any  leaving  of  the  goods  so  deposited  until 
the  consignees  were  put  upon  the  duty  of  accepting  delivery, 
or  taking  charge  of  the  consignment,  which  would  not  arise 
until  they  had  received  notice. 

This  interpretation  of  the  clause  is  sustained  by  the  well- 
considered  case  of  McKinney  v.  JeweU^  90  N.  Y.  267, 270,  272, 
where  the  contract  provided  that  the  carrier  should  not  be 
liable  as  such,  while  the  goods  were  ^^  at  any  of  their  stations 
awaiting  delivery." 

But,  conceding  that  the  clause  is  ambiguous,  the  settled  rules 
of  construction  do  not  sanction  a  liberal  interpretation  thereof 
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in  favor  of  the  carrier,  but  directly  the  reverse.  Especially  is 
this  so  when,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  steamship  company 
has,  by  its  action  in  procuring  the  forty-eight  hoar  permit, 
itself  placed  a  different  construction  upon  the  clause.  It  is 
well  settled  that  the  practical  construction  placed  by  parties 
interested  upon  doubtful  or  ambiguous  terms  in  a  contract 
will  exercise  great  and  sometimes  controlling  influence  in 
determining  its  proper  meaning.  TopliffY.  Topliff^  122  U.  S. 
121 ;  District  of  Columbia  v.  QaUaher,  124  XJ.  S.  505. 

The  general  order  for  discharge,  obtained  upon  the  entry  of 
the  vessel,  directed  that  the  cargo,  except  certain  perishable 
articles,  gunpowder,  neat  cattle,  etc.,  should  be  landed  and 
sent  to  public  store  502-510  Washington  Street.  This  general 
order  was  not  acted  on  by  the  steamship  company,  but  as 
shown  by  the  eleventh  finding  of  fact,  after  securing  the  gen- 
eral order  the  respondent  obtained  from  the  collector  of  the 
port  a  special  license,  under  the  provisions  of  section  2871  of 
the  Eevised  Statutes,  to  unload  at  night,  and  gave  bond  to 
indemnify  and  save  the  collector  harndess  from  any  loss  or 
liability  which  might  occur,  or  be  occasioned  by  reason  of  the 
granting  of  that  special  license.  The  carrier  furthermore 
voluntarily  applied  to  the  collector  and  obtained  a  permit  for 
the  goods  to  remain  upon  the  wharf  for  forty-eight  hours  from 
the  time  of  granting  the  general  order,  at  the  risk  of  the 
owners  of  the  steamer,  and  upon  the  agreement  that  they 
would  pay  to  the  consignees  or  owners  the  value  of  such  cargo 
lespectively  as  might  be  stolen,  burned,  or  otherwise  lost 
while  so  deposited. 

The  permit  to  unload  at  night  was  manifestly  for  the  bene- 
fit and  convenience  of  the  carrier.  The  same  is  true  in 
respect  to  the  permit  for  the  goods  to  remain  on  the  wharf 
for  forty-eight  hours.  The  unloading  commenced  in  the 
afternoon  of  January  31,  after  business  hours,  and  was  con- 
tinued through  the  night ;  and  even  if  notice  had  been  given 
to  the  consignees,  there  was  no  reasonable  time  and  oppor- 
tunity afforded  them  to  remove  or  take  charge  of  the  goods 
before  they  were  destroyed  by  fire. 

In  the  execution  of  its  undertaking  to  deliver  the  goods  to 
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the  consignees  at  the  port  of  New  York,  the  carrier  had  no 
right  to  change  or  increase  the  risk  by  any  departure  from  the 
express  stipulations  of  the  contract.  In  unloading  at  night 
for  its  own  benefit,  and  in  depositing  the  goods  upon  the 
wharf  for  its  own  convenience,  the  risk  and  liability  of  loss 
was  manifestly  increased ;  and  the  goods  having  been  de- 
stroyed while  subjected,  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  carrier  to 
this  increased  risk,  it  is  liable  for  the  loss,  unless  expressly 
exempted  by  some  provision  of  the  affreightment  contract.  It 
must  be  borne  in  mind,  as  Lord  Lyndhurst  expressed  it  in  Ocat- 
life  V.  Bourne^  before  the  House  of  Lords,  that  the  contract 
was  "  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the  consignees "  at  the  port  of 
destination.  Instead  of  making,  or  attempting  to  make,  such 
delivery,  either  actually  or  constructively,  the  carrier,  on  a 
permit  from  the  collector,  deposited  the  goods  on  the  wharf, 
thereby  changing,  if  not  increasing,  the  risk  of  loss,  in  a  way 
not  provided  for  by  any  stipulation  of  the  contract. 

Again,  it  was  found  by  the  Circuit  Court  (12)  ^'  That  said 
general  order  and  special  license  and  said  applications  and 
permits  and  the  agreements  and  engagements  therein  con- 
tained were  the  usual  and  customary  ones  ordinarily  made 
and  granted  in  such  cases,  and  that  they  were  made  and 
granted  under  and  by  the  authority  in  and  by  said  bill  of  lad- 
ing conferred  upon  the  respondent  and  upon  said  collector  of 
the  port  of  New  York  by  the  libellants  herein,  and  under  and 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  law  in  that  behalf  and 
the  regulations  of  the  United  States  Treasury  Department  on 
that  subject."  And  further,  (13)  ^^That  said  applications 
were  made  and  said  general  order  and  special  license  and  per- 
mits were  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  under  the 
instructions  and  by  direction  of  the  respondent's  agent  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  and  all  of  the  agreements  and  engagements 
made  and  entered  into  therein  or  thereby  and  on  behalf  of 
the  respondent  or  the  libellants  were  made  and  entered  into 
under  and  pursuant  to  the  same  instructions  and  directions  of 
said  agent." 

In  the  light  of  these  findings  the  contract  of  the  parties 
should  be  interpreted  as  though  the  clause  in  question  had 
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read  as  foUows:  *^The  United  States  Treasury  having  given 
permission  for  goods  to  remain  forty-eight  hours  on  the  wharf 
at  New  York,  at  the  sole  risk  of  the  steamship  company,  and 
upon  its  undertaking  to  pay  to  the  consignee  or  owner  the  value 
of  such  cargo  respectively  as  may  be  stolen,  burned,  or  other- 
wise lost  while  so  remaining,  now  it  is  understood  that  if  the 
steamship  company  avails  itself  of  this  regulation,  and  obtains 
permission  for  the  consignment  to  remain  on  the  wharf  for 
forty-eight  hours  upon  said  terms,  its  risk  and  liability  for  losses 
shall  only  continue  and  remain  in  force  until  the  consignee 
has  had  due  notice  and  opportunity  to  remove  or  take  charge 
of  the  goods ;  and  if,  thereafter,  they  are  left  by  the  consignee, 
it  will  be  at  his  risk  of  fire,  loss,  or  injury."  This  harmonizes 
all  the  clauses,  and  is  alone  consistent  with  the  correlative 
duties  and  obligations  of  the  parties. 

It  is  not  material  to  the  present  case  to  determine  whether 
the  regulations  of  the  Treasury  Department,  set  out  in  the 
eleventh  finding  of  the  court  below,  have  the  force  of  law, 
and  imposed  upon  the  steamship  company  the  duty  of  enter- 
ing into  the  stipulation  to  pay  the  consignees  for  the  loss  of 
the  goods  deposited  on  the  wharf  under  the  forty-eight  hour 
permit.  That  stipulation  was  entered  into  voluntarily  by  the 
steamship  company.  There  was  no  requirement  in  the  con- 
tract of  affreightment  that  it  should  obtain  any  such  permit, 
and  it  cannot  be  properly  said  that  the  stipulation  which  it 
entered  into  in  order  to  secure  permission  for  the  goods  to 
remain  forty-eight  hours  on  the  wharf,  was  inconsistent  with 
any  provision  of  the  law  or  regulations  of  the  Treasury 
Department.  No  provision  of  the  bill  of  lading  exempted 
the  carrier  from  liability  for  loss  by  fire  that  might  happen 
while  the  goods  were  deposited  on  the  wharf  under  the  forty- 
eight  hour  permit,  and  no  reason  appears  why  the  carrier 
might  not  expressly  undertake  a  liability  which  the  law 
would  otherwise  impose  upon  it,  until  by  proper  notice  the 
duty  of  taking  care  of  the  goods  was  shifted  or  transferred  to 
the  consignees. 

But,  it  is  said,  the  consignees  cannot  avail  themselves  of 
this  promise  made  by  the  steamship  company  to  the  collector 
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because  they  are  not  privies  thereto.  This,  however,  ignores 
the  above  findings  of  fact  by  the  court,  which  make  the  con- 
signees parties  to  the  arrangement.  Aside  from  this,  while  it 
is  undoubtedly  the  general  rule  that  a  person  who  is  not  a 
party  to  a  simple  contract,  cannot  enforce  such  contract  at 
law,  and  that  a  promise  made  by  one  person  to  another  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third,  who  is  a  stranger  to  the  consideration, 
will  not  support  an  action  by  the  latter,  National  Bank  v. 
Grand  Lodge,  98  U.  S.  123,  there  are  many  exceptions  to  the 
rule,  one  of  which,  according  to  the  New  York  decisions,  is 
where  the  party  seeking  to  enforce  the  contract  was  intended 
to  be  the  beneficiary  of  the  promise.  Lawrence  v.  Fox^  30 
N.  Y.  268;  Coster  v.  Albany,  43  K  Y.  399,  410,  412;  0am- 
eey  v.  Rogers,  47  N.  Y.  283 ;  Yrooman  v.  Turner,  69  K  Y. 
280. 

The  promise  made  by  the  steamship  company  in  the  pres- 
ent case  falls  directly  within  the  rule  announced  in  Vrooman 
V.  Turner,  69  N.  Y.  280,  there  being,  first,  a  clear  intent  by 
the  promisor  to  secure  a  benefit  to  the  consignees ;  second, 
a  privity  between  the  two  in  respect  to  the  protection  of  the 
goods,  the  risk  of  which  the  carrier  assumed ;  and,  third,  an 
obligation  or  duty  owing  by  the  steamship  company  to  the 
consignees  to  properly  care  for  the  goods  until  delivery  could 
be  made,  which  gave  to  the  consignees  a  legal  and  equitable 
claim  to  the  benefit  of  the  promise.  The  decisions  in  other 
States  are  confiicting  on  this  question. 

But  if  an  action  at  law  would  not  lie  upon  the  promise 
made  by  the  respondent  in  obtaining  the  forty-eight  hour 
permit,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  consignees  could  not 
successfully  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  in  enforcing 
the  agreement.  The  legal  rule  invoked  is  not  so  rigidly  or  so 
strictly  adhered  to  by  courts  of  equity  as  by  courts  of  law. 
Thus,  in  Keller  v.  Ashford,  138  TJ.  S.  610,  625,  the  mortgagee 
was  permitted  to  enforce  in  equity  a  contract  between  the 
mortgagor  and  his  grantee,  by  the  terms  of  which  the 
grantee  assumed  the  payment  of  the  mortgaged  debt.  See 
also  Willard  v.  Wood,  136  U.  S.  309,  314 ;  Norwood  v.  De- 
HaH,  3  Stewart,  (30  N.  J.  Eq.,)  412. 
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Now  the  broad  principles  of  equity  are  recognized  and 
applied  by  the  admiralty  courts,  and  the  steamship  company's 
agreement  being,  as  properly  held  by  the  court  below,  an 
admiralty  contract,  and  the  consignees  being  the  parties  in- 
tended to  be  benefited  thereby,  and  it  being  one  contem- 
plated by  the  parties  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  contract 
of  affreightment,  no  valid  reason  is  seen  why  the  consignees 
should  not  have,  by  this  libel,  the  right  to  enforce  the  stipula- 
tion, voluntarily  entered  into  by  the  steamship  company,  which 
agreement  is  not  in  conflict  with  any  provision  in  the  bill  of 
lading. 

It  is  true  that  the  court  below  found  (twenty-seventh  find- 
ing) that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  bill  of 
lading  that  goods  remaining  for  forty-eight  hours  on  the 
wharf,  under  the  permit  obtained  on  the  application  of  the 
steamship  company,  should  be  at  the  risk  of  the  consignee 
of  fire,  notwithstanding  the  agreement  of  the  steamship  com- 
pany to  assume  such  risk.  This  is  not  a  good  finding  of  fact, 
but  is  a  mere  conclusion  of  law  based  upon  the  court's  con- 
struction of  the  clauses  of  the  contract,  above  referred  to, 
and  is  not  binding  upon  this  court. 

The  opinion  of  this  court  seems  to  proceed  largely  upon 
the  idea  that  the  consignees,  if  they  had  received  notice, 
could  not  have  removed  the  goods  before  they  were  de- 
stroyed; and,  further,  that  inasmuch  as  they  took  no  steps 
on  the  faith  of  the  cargo  being  discharged  at  the  usual  place, 
they  were  not  prejudiced  by  the  change.  These  are  consider- 
ations that  do  not  control  or  change  the  rights  and  liabilities 
of  the  parties.  The  real  question  in  cases  like  this  is,  whether 
the  carrier  has  brought  itself  within  any  exemption  from 
liability  by  showing  that  the  loss  was  caused  by  the  act  of 
God,  or  by  the  public  enemy,  or  by  the  shipper,  or  was  within 
some  excepted  clause  in  the  contract  of  affreightment.  If 
this  is  not  shown,  the  carrier  is  liable  for  the  loss.  Clark  v. 
Bamwea,  12  How.  272,  280. 

While  not  controverting  the  legal  principles  governing  the 
liabilities  and  duties  of  carriers,  the  opinion  of  the  court 
seems  to  imply  that  to  some  extent  they  should  be  modified 
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or  suspended  to  meet  the  improved  modem  methods  of  rapid 
transportation.  But  I  submit  that  long  established  legal  prin- 
ciples, founded  upon  a  wise  public  policy,  are  not  to  be  either 
ignored  or  disregarded  to  meet  a  supposed  public  convenience, 
especially  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  resident  man- 
aging agent  of  the  carrier  knew  for  at  least  six  days  before 
the  arrival  of  the  vessel  that  she  would  land  and  discharge 
her  cargo,  not  at  the  usual  place,  but  at  the  Inman  pier,  and 
thus  had  ample  opportunity  to  give  to  the  consignees,  who 
were  known  to  the  steamship  company,  notice  of  the  change. 
The  true  rule  on  this  question  is  well  stated  by  Judge  Porter 
in  Koha  v.  Packard^  3  La.  230,  as  follows :  "  There  are  in- 
conveniences in  whichever  way  the  question  is  viewed.  On 
the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  ship,  that  of  giving  such  notice 
of  the  time  and  place  of  discharge,  as  will  enable  them  to 
bring  knowledge  of  the  fact  home  to  the  persons  who  are 
to  receive  the  goods,  or  in  default  thereof,  imposing  on  the 
former  the  obligation  of  sending  the  merchandise  to  some 
place  of  safety.  But  this  inconvenience  we  think  is  not  to 
be  compared  with  that  to  which  the  latter  would  be  subject 
if  their  property  could  be  landed  without  their  knowledge 
and  be  thereby  lost  or  damaged.  On  the  one  side  there  is 
additional  trouble ;  on  the  other,  probably,  a  total  loss.  After 
the  best  consideration  in  our  power,  we  think  the  conclusion 
we  have  come  to  is  most  consonant  to  law  and  will  tend  to 
promote  public  convenience." 

The  opinion  of  the  court  does  not  deal  with  that  clause  in 
the  bill  of  lading  which  provides  that  the  steamship  company, 
or  its  '^  agents,  or  any  of  its  servants,  are  not  to  be  liable  for 
any  damage  to  any  goods  which  is  capable  of  being  covered 
by  insurance."  The  court  below  held  that  this  clause  relieved 
the  steamship  company  from  liability.  This  condition  or 
provision  of  the  bill  of  lading  is  expressed  in  terms  so  general 
and  comprehensive  as  to  require  the  shipper  or  consignee  to 
insure,  not  only  against  the  enumerated  perils  and  exceptions, 
but  against  any  and  all  malfeasance  or  misfeasance  on  the  part 
of  the  carrier.  It  admits  of  grave  doubt  whether  this  pro- 
vision is  not  so  unreasonable  as  to  be  void  under  the  principle 


CONSTABLE  v.   NATIONAL  STEAMSHIP  CO.      101 
Dissenting  Opinion:  Jackson,  Field,  Gray,  JJ. 

laid  down  by  this  court  in  Railroad  Go,  v.  Lochwood^  17  Wall. 
357,  380, 382 ;  Hart  v.  Pennsylvania  Jiailroad,  112  U.  S.  331 ; 
PhcBtiix  Ins.  Co.  V.  Erie  Transportation  Co.,  117  U.  S.  312,  322, 
323 ;  Inman  v.  South  Carolina  Railway,  129  U.  S.  128,  139 ; 
Liverpool  Steam  Co.  v.  Pkenix  Ins.  Co.,  129  IT.  S.  397,  455 ; 
Carver  on  Carriers,  (2d.  ed.,)  §  110 ;  Peek  v.  JVorth  Staffordshire 
Railway,  10  H.  L.  Cas.  473.  In  this  last  case  the  condition 
was  that  the  company  ^'  shall  not  be  responsible  for  loss  of  or 
injury  to  any  marble  .  .  .  unless  declared  and  insured 
according  to  its  value,"  and  it  was  held,  upon  full  considera- 
tion, that  the  condition,  as  a  whole,  was  unreasonable  and 
void. 

In  the  present  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine  that 
this  clause  is  so  unreasonable  as  to  be  void.  So  far  as  it  has 
been  considered  by  the  courts,  it  has  been  restricted  in  its  ap- 
plication. Thus,  in  Taylor  v.  Liv.  <k  Ot.  Western  Steam  Co., 
L.  B.  9  Q.  B.  546,  it  was  held  not  to  cover  a  loss  of  the  goods 
by  theft,  committed  while  they  were  on  board,  either  during 
the  voyage,  or  after  arrival ;  and  in  The  Titania,  19  Fed.  Rep. 
101,  while  the  provision  was  considered  valid,  it  was  held  by 
the  court  that  it  must  be  construed  to  refer  to  insurance  which 
might  be  obtained  in  the  usual  course  of  business  from  the 
ordinary  insurance  companies,  either  in  the  usual  form,  or  in 
the  customary  course  of  business  upon  special  application. 
In  that  case  injury  from  the  bres^ing  loose  of  a  spare  propeller 
was  held  not  to  be  within  the  exemption. 

Oiving  to  the  clause  this  reasonable  construction,  the  loss  in 
question  would  not  have  been  covered  by  the  ordinary  marine 
policy  on  the  cargo,  which  generally  covers  the  goods  while 
being  carried  aboard  ship,  during  the  voyage,  and  until  safely 
landed,  and  no  longer.  The  clause  did  not  impose  upon  the 
consignees  the  duty  of  anticipating  that  the  carrier  would 
land  the  goods  at  an  unusual  place,  and  it  would  have  been 
out  of  the  usual  course  of  business  for  the  consignees  to  have 
sought  to  insure  against  what  they  did  not,  and  could  not, 
know  would  take  place. 

So,  in  reference  to  fire  insurance.  While  it  was  shown  by 
one  of  the  witnesses  that  fire  insurance  could  have  been 
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procured  on  "goods  lying  on  the  wharf  by  the  side  of  the 
ship,  before  they  were  actually  taken  away,"  the  clause  in 
question  did  not  require  that  the  consignees  should  have 
anticipated  that  their  goods  would  be  unloaded  at  night  and 
deposited  on  the  wharf.  Aside  from  this,  it  is  ordinarily 
essential  in  a  fire  insurance  policy  that  the  locality  of  the 
risk  should  be  specified.  The  consignees  in  the  present  case 
could  not  have  complied  with  this  general  rule  without 
having  some  knowledge  or  information  as  to  where  their 
goods  would  be  landed.  The  local  agent  of  the  steamship 
company  had  six  days'  notice  of  the  fact  that  the  cargo  of 
the  vessel  would  be  landed  at  the  Inman  pier.  No.  36,  but 
that  fact  was  not  communicated  to  the  consignees,  and  they 
had  not,  therefore,  the  data  to  procure  ordinary  fire  insurance 
upon  the  goods  after  being  landed. 

It  would  be  unreasonable,  and  contrary  to  sound  principle, 
to  allow  the  carrier  to  assert  exemption  under  such  an  insur- 
ance clause  without  affording  the  consignees,  by  proper  notice, 
an  opportunity  to  effect  insurance  in  the  usual  way  upon  their 
goods  while  deposited  on  the  wharf.  If,  after  being  notified 
that  their  goods  were  deposited  on  a  particular  wharf,  other 
than  that  at  which  their  consignments  were  usually  received, 
the  consignees  had  failed  and  neglected  to  take  out  insurance, 
the  clause,  if  valid,  might  have  been  invoked  for  the  protection 
of  the  carrier.  But  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  to  give  the 
carrier  the  benefit  of  the  clause  would  be  to  allow  it  to  take 
advantage  of  its  own  neglect  of  a  legal  requirement. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decree  appealed  from  should  be 
reversed,  and  the  court  below  directed  to  enter  a  decree  in 
favor  of  the  libellants ;  and  I  am  authorized  to  state  that  Mb. 
Justice  Field  and  Mb.  Justiob  Gbay  concur  in  this  opinion. 
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PANY. 

APPEAL    FBOM   THE    CIRCUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE   60UTHEBN  DISTRICT  OF  NEW   YORK. 

No.  2M.    Argued  Marcb  16, 19, 1894.  —  Decided  May  26, 1894. 

The  relsBiie  of  Jane  10,  1884,  by  which  the  patent  of  May  8,  1888,  to  Joseph 
T.  Dnnham,  for  a  combined  tag  and  envelope,  with  an  end  flap  covering 
the  side  of  the  envelope,  was  so  enlarged  as  to  inclade  an  envelope  with 
a  flap  of  any  size  or  shape,  is  void. 

The  patent  of  November  24, 1885,  to  Joseph  T.  Dunham,  for  an  improve- 
ment in  tag  envelopes,  with  a  flap  so  constructed  that  it  can  be  opened 
and  the  contents  taken  out  without  tearing  the  envelope  or  removing  or 
breaking  the  fastenings,  is  not  infringed  by  an  envelope  in  which  the  flap 
is  fastened  down  so  that  it  cannot  be  opened  without  injury,  and  the 
contents  are  taken  out  by  opening  a  flap  at  the  opposite  end  of  the 
envelope. 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  for  the  infringement  of  two 
patents  for  inventions,  granted  by  the  United  States  to  the 
plaintiff ;  the  one  a  reissue,  dated  June  10,  1884,  of  a  patent 
issued  May  8, 1883,  for  '^  a  new  and  improved  combined  tag 
and  envelope ; "  and  the  other  an  original  patent,  dated  No- 
vember 24,  1885,  "for  certain  improvements  in  envelopes." 
Upon  a  hearing  in  the  Circuit  Court  on  pleadings  and  proofs, 
the  bill  was  dismissed,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
Judge  Coxe,  which  was  as  follows : 

"  This  is  an  equity  action,  founded  upon  two  letters  patent 
granted  to  the  complainant.  The  first,  a  reissue  patent,  No. 
10,488,  dated  June  10, 1884,  is  for  a  combined  tag  and  enve- 
lope ;  and  the  second,  No.  331,118,  dated  November  24,  1885, 
is  for  an  improvement  in  envelopes. 

"  The  reissued  patent  will  be  first  considered.  The  defences 
are  lack  of  novelty  and  invention,  non-infringement,  and  that 
the  reissue  is  void  because  of  an  unwarrantable  expansion  of 
its  claims.  The  original  patent,  No.  277,245,  was  dated  May 
8, 1883.  The  application  for  the  reissue  was  filed  March  18, 
1884,  ten  months  and  ten  days  thereafter. 
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"  The  invention  of  the  original  was  limited,  as  clearly  as  the 
drawings  and  the  language  of  the  description  and  claims  could 
limit  it,  to  an  envelope  having  at  one  end  a  flap  of  sufficient 
size  to  cover  one  side  of  the  envelope.  The  inventor  says : 
'  The  object  of  the  invention  is  to  form  an  envelope  with  an 
end  flap  covering  its  side,  as  hereinafter  described.  .  .  . 
An  envelope,  A,  preferably  made  of  strong  water-proof  paper, 
is  provided  with  an  end  flap,  B,  of  sufficient  size  to  cover  the 
entire  envelope.  An  eyelet,  C,  is  secured  in  that  end  of  the 
envelope  opposite  to  the  one  to  which  the  flap  B  is  attached  ; 
and  the  flap  B  is  provided  on  its  free  end  with  an  eyelet,  D, 
which,  when  the  flap  B  is  folded  over  the  envelope,  rests  upon 
the  eyelet  C  He  then  describes  the  manner  in  which  the 
name  of  the  consignee  is  concealed  by  writing  it  on  the  inside 
of  the  flap,  so  that -dealers  engaged  in  the  same  business  can- 
not ascertain  the  names  of  their  rivals'  customers.  The  name 
of  the  consignor  is  printed  on  the  outer  surface  of  the  flap, 
where  also  appears  the  name  of  the  city  or  town  to  which  the 
goods  are  destined ;  and  a  notice  to  carriers  that  the  full  name 
of  the  consignee  may  be  found  on  the  inner  surface. 

'^  It  is  evident  that  the  patentee  considered  this  peculiar  form 
of  flap  the  main  feature  of  his  invention.  It  is  also  clear  that  an 
envelope  which  does  not  include  a  flap  large  enough  to  cover 
its  side  does  not  infringe  the  claims,  which  are  as  follows : 

" '  1.  A  combined  tag  and  envelope,  made  substantially  as 
herein  shown  and  described,  and  consisting  oi  an  envelope 
having  at  one  end  a  flap  of  sufficient  size  to  cover  one  side  of 
the  envelope,  as  set  forth. 

"  '2.  In  a  combined  tag  and  envelope,  the  combination,  with 
an  envelope.  A,  having  a  flap,  B,  at  one  end,  of  the  eyelet  D 
in  the  free  end  of  the  flap,  and  the  eyelet  C  in  that  end  of  the 
envelope  opposite  the  one  to  which  the  flap  is  attached,  sub- 
stantially as  herein  shown  and  described,  and  for  the  purpose 
set  forth.' 

"  The  specification  is  perfectly  plain.  There  is  no  ambiguity 
about  the  description,  and  the  claims,  in  language  equally 
clear,  cover  what  is  said  to  be  the  invention,  and  the  whole 
thereof.  ^ 
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^^  Soon  after  the  patent  was  granted,  the  defendant,  in  the 
summer  of  1883,  commenced  manufacturing  tag  envelopes, 
which  the  complainant  insists  are  infringements  of  the  re- 
issue, but  frankly  admits  that  they  do  not  infringe  the  origi- 
nal patent,  for  the  reason  that  they  do  not  have  the  flap  B. 

^'  The  reason  for  the  reissue  is  thus  stated  in  the  complain- 
ant's brief :  ^  Soon  after  putting  the  patented  article  on  the 
market,  complainant  was  informed  that  defendant,  a  corpora- 
tion that  had  for  some  time  manufactured  in  Boston  and 
made  extensive  sales  throughout  the  country  of  a  shipping 
tag,  was  manufacturing  and  selling  a  tag  envelope  similar  to 
complainant's.  Complainant  immediately  applied  to  counsel 
for  the  purpose  of  commencing  suit  against  defendant,  and 
was  advised  by  such  counsel,  after  an  examination  of  his 
letters  patent  and  a  statement  of  his  invention  and  applica- 
tion, that  his  patent  was  defective,  indefinite  and  ambiguous 
in  its  claims,  so  as  to  render  it  practically  inoperative,  and 
that  he  had  better  apply  for  a  reissue.' 

^'The  patentee  himself  states  that  the  alleged  infringing 
envelope  of  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  forms  '  invented  by 
him,  but  not  shown  in  his  patent,'  and  he  therefore  sought  a 
reissue  which  would  cover  it. 

'^  Turning  now  to  the  reissue,  it  is  manifest  that  the  effort 
was  to  discard  the  flap  B  as  an  element  of  the  invention,  and 
expand  the  claims  sufficiently  to  cover  an  envelope,  no  matter 
what  the  size  or  shape  of  its  flap.  The  invention  no  longer 
consists  in  ^  an  envelope  with  an  end  flap  covering  its  side,'  as 
in  the  original,  but '  in  a  tag  provided  with  means  for  attach- 
ing it  to  the  merchandise,  and  with  an  envelope  or  pocket  to 
receive  a  bill  or  invoice  of  the  merchandise.'  The  drawings 
are  referred  to  as  showing  the  invention  4n  its  preferred 
form.'  The  end  flap  is  no  longer  '  of  sufficient  size  to  cover 
the  entire  envelope,'  but  it  must  cover  it '  substantially.'  The 
claims  of  the  reissue  are  as  follows : 

"'1.  A  combined  tag  and  envelope,  substantially  as  de- 
scribed, wherein  the  flap  which  closes  the  mouth  of  the 
envelope  is  fastened  down  by  the  cord  or  other  device  which 
secures  the  tag  to  the  merchandise,  as  set  forth. 
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^^^2.  A  combined  tag  and  envelope,  substantially  as  de- 
scribed, the  flap  having  an  eyelet  hole  which,  when  the  flap- 
is  folded  down  on  the  envelope,  coincides  with  an  eyelet  hole 
in  the  envelope,  whereby  the  cord  or  hook  for  attaching  the 
tag  may  be  passed  through  both  holes,  substantially  as  set 
forth. 

^^  ^3.  In  a  combined  tag  and  envelope,  the  combination,  with 
an  envelope.  A,  having  a  flap,  B,  at  one  end,  of  the  eyelet  D 
in  the  free  end  of  the  flap,  and  the  eyelet  0  in  that  end  of  the 
envelope  opposite  the  one  to  which  the  flap  is  attached,  sub- 
stantiaUy  as  herein  shown  and  described,  and  for  the  purpose 
set  forth.' 

"  The  third  claim  of  the  reissue  is  the  same  as  the  second 
of  the  original,  but  it  is  not  contended  that  this  claim  i& 
infringed.  Claims  one  and  two  of  the  reissue  are  unquestion- 
ably broadened.  They  are  no  longer  limited  to  a  flap  of 
sufficient  size  to  cover  the  entire  envelope.  Should  the  court 
hold  that  they  are  so  limited,  it  is  admitted  that  they  are  not 
infringed. 

^'  It  is  thought  that  these  expanded  claims  cannot  escape 
the  force  of  the  repeated  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
relating  to  reissued  patents. 

"  The  patentee  made  no  move  until  the  defendant  had  pro- 
duced  its  envelope,  which  could  be  sold  without  infringing 
the  original  patent.  If  he  had  been  the  first  inventor  of  this 
new  and  improved  form,  he  might  have  described  and  claimed 
it  in  the  original  patent.  He  did  neither.  He  now  seeks  by 
the  reissue  to  include  structures  and  improvements  which 
were  neither  described  nor  claimed  in  the  original.  This  he 
cannot  do.  The  defendant  has  acquired  valuable  rights  which 
cannot  be  trampled  upon  in  this  manner. 

'^  The  law  upon  this  subject  is  too  well  settled  to  require  a 
citation  of  authorities ;  but  the  case  of  Coon  v.  Wilson^  113 
U.  S.  268,  seems  peculiarly  applicable  and  controlling.  Sub- 
stitute the  nomenclature  pertaining  to  envelopes  for  that 
relating  to  collars,  and  the  opinion  in  Coon  v.  Wilson  is  as 
applicable  to  this  controversy  as  if  written  for  the  purposes 
of  this  action  only :  '  Although  this  reissue  was  applied  for 
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a  little  over  ten  months  after  the  original  patent  was  granted^ 
the  ease  is  one  where  it  is  sought  merely  to  enlarge  the  claim 
of  the  original  patent,  by  repeating  that  claim  and  adding 
others ;  where  no  mistake  or  inadvertence  is  shown,  so  far  as 
the  extended  flap  is  concerned;  where  the  patentee  waited 
until  the  defendant  produced  its  shorlrflapped  envelope^  and 
then  applied  for  such  enlarged  claims  as  to  embrace  the  de- 
fendant's envelope^  which  was  not  covered  by  the  claim  of  the 
original  patent,  and  where  it  is  apparent,  from  a  comparison 
of  the  two  patents,  that  the  reissue  was  made  to  enlarge  the 
scope  of  the  original.  As  the  rule  is  expressed  in  the  recent 
case  of  Mdhn  v.  Harwood^  112  U.  S.  354,  a  patent  cannot  be 
lawfully  reissued  for  the  mere  purpose  of  enlarging  the  claim, 
unless  there  has  been  a  clear  mistake,  inadvertently  committed, 
in  the  wording  of  the  claim,  and  the  application  for  a  reissue 
is  made  within  a  reasonably  short  period  after  the  original 
patent  was  granted.  But  a  clear  mistake,  inadvertently  com- 
mitted, in  the  wording  of  the  claim  is  necessary,  without 
reference  to  the  length  of  time.  In  the  present  case  there 
was  no  mistake  in  the  wording  of  the  claim  of  the  original 
patent.  The  description  warranted  no  other  claim.  It  did 
not  warrant  any  claim  covering  cm  eimelope  not  provided  with 
the  flap  B: 

"The  second  patent  in  controversy,  No.  331,118,  dated 
November  24,  1885,  is  for  an  improvement  in  envelopes  in* 
tended  for  mailing  samples  and  similar  matter,  and  for  use 
as  tags  for  marking  goods  to  be  shipped.  The  defences  are 
abandonment,  lack  of  novelty  and  invention,  and  non-infringe- 
ment 

"The  principal  object  of  the  invention,  as  stated  in  the 
specification,  was  to  obviate  the  dilBculty  which  existed  in 
prior  devices,  which  were  so  constructed  that,  in  order  to  get 
at  the  contents  of  the  envelope,  it  was  necessary  to  untie  the 
string  or  remove  the  fastening  which  secured  the  flap.  The 
envelope  of  the  patent  is  so  constructed  that  the  flap  can  be 
opened,  when  desired,  and  the  contents  inspected,  without 
tearing  the  envelope,  or  removing  or  breaking  the  fastenings. 
The  claims  are  as  f oUows : 
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"  ^  1.  An  envelope  having  a  flap,  C,  provided  with  a  rein- 
forced hole,  &j  and  having  a  similar  hole,  c,  in  the  front  ply  of 
its  body,  and  the  said  holes  constructed  to  register  or  coincide 
when  the  flap  C  is  folded  down,  whereby  the  end  of  the  back 
ply,  },  of  the  envelope  body,  which  extends  entirely  across  the 
latter,  is  clamped  and  removably  secured,  substantially  as 
shown  and  described. 

" '  2.  A  mailing  and  tag  envelope  having  a  flap,  C,  folded 
over  and  secured  down  to  the  inner  face  of  the  front  ply  of 
the  body,  the  said  flap  being  also  constructed  to  take  over  the 
free  end  of  the  back  ply  of  the  body,  as  shown,  whereby  the 
mouth  of  the  envelope  covered  by  the  said  flap  C  is  secured 
against  accidental  opening,  substantially  as  and  for  the  purposes 
set  forth.' 

"  In  view  of  what  was  known  when  the  patent  was  applied 
for,  a  broad  construction  of  these  claims  is  out  of  the  question. 
A  construction  which  would  include  the  defendant's  envelope 
would  render  the  claims  void  for  lack  of  novelty,  for  the 
general  features  of  the  patented  envelope  are  shown  in  the 
patent  No.  81,962,  September  8,  1868,  to  Sigmund  UUman, 
and  in  other  prior  structures.  If  the  claims  are  limited  to 
the  peculiar  construction  shown  in  the  specification  and  draw- 
ings, the  defendant  does  not  infringe.  In  the  defendant's 
envelope  one  eyelet  is  used,  which  aids  the  gum  in  fastening 
the  flap  down  permanently  upon  the  back  ply  of  the  en- 
velope. 

"  A  large  number  of  exhibits  have  been  introduced,  showing 
the  defendant's  envelope.  These  have  been  changed  and 
mutilated  by  the  witnesses  in  illustrating  opposing  theories. 
But  both  sides  apparently  agree  that  the  envelopes  made  by 
the  defendant  since  the  date  of  this  patent  are  constructed 
with  the  eyeletted  flap  securely  fastened.  The  complainant's 
brief  contains  this  statement:  'After  defendant  put  its  tag 
envelope  on  the  market,  it  changed  the  construction  several 
times,  until  it  finally  adopted  the  form  introduced  in  evidence 
as  the  infringing  specimen.  See  complainant's  Exhibit  Taylor 
and  Mayo,  which  was  received  in  1883,  and  also  has  the  eyelet- 
holes,  with  washers  only  ;  also  complainant's  Exhibit  John  S. 
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Smith,  which  was  received  in  1884,  and  has  the  washers 
reinforced  with  a  short  metallic  eyelet,  with  the  eyeletted  end 
tightly  gammed  down ;  also  Exhibit  Alonzo  B.  Smith,  received 
in  1886,  with  printed  advertisement  on  front,  which  had  the 
eyeletted  end  tightly  gummed,  with  washers  reinforced  by 
short  metallic  eyelets.' 

"  Evidently  it  is  not  intended  that  the  defendant's  envelope 
shall  be  opened  and  the  contents  removed  at  the  end  thus 
securely  fastened.  The  bill  or  invoice  is  inserted  at  the  oppo- 
site end ;  the  flap  at  that  end  is  then  fastened  down,  in  the 
well-known  manner,  by  moistening  the  gum  by  which  it  is 
provided,  or  the  flap  may  be  tucked  in  between  the  plies.  In 
other  words,  the  defendant  takes  an  ordinary  envelope  with 
the  opening  at  one  end ;  and  at  the  other  end,  which  is  never 
intended  to  be  opened,  he  puts  an  eyelet  reinforced  by  washers 
through  the  front  ply,  a  portion  of  the  back  ply,  and  the  flap 
of  the  envelope.  The  sole  object  of  the  eyelet  is  to  provide  a 
suitable  hole  into  which  the  cord  or  hook  which  fastens  the 
envelope  to  the  merchandise  may  be  introduced.  The  effect 
of  the  eyelet  and  washers  is  to  prevent  the  back  ply  from 
being  left  free  at  this  end.  The  defendant  has  not  the  object 
of  the  patent  in  view,  and  does  not  adopt  the  patented  device. 

^*-  In  complainant's  envelope,  according  to  the  theory  of  his 
expert  witness, '  the  leading  idea  or  principle  of  the  invention 
is  the  holding  down  of  the  back  ply  of  the  envelope  by  the 
overlapping  of  the  flap  thereon,  and  the  omission  of  any 
permanent  or  secure  attachment  of  the  flap  to  said  back  ply. 
.  .  .  The  claims  are  limited  to  this  end  of  the  back  ply 
being  left  free.'  This  feature  is  entirely  wanting  in  defend- 
ant's envelope.  Instead  of  omitting  the  secure  attachment, 
he  has  added  the  metallic  eyelet  and  washers  to  the  gum  of 
the  ordinary  envelope.  The  claims  must  be  restricted  to  the 
form  and  description  of  the  patent,  and  thus  construed  they 
are  not  infringed. 

'^  It  is  unnecessary  to  examine  the  other  defences  presented. 
The  bill  is  dismissed."    40  Fed.  Rep.  667. 

From  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  dismissing  the  bill  the 
plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court. 
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Mr.  ChoHea  O.  Coe,  (with  whom  was  Mr,  ArOvwt  8. 
Brovme  on  the  brief,)  for  appellant. 

Mr.  W.  W.  Swan  for  appellee. 

Mb.  Justice  Gbat,  after  stating  the  case,  deUvered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court. 

The  facts  of  this  case,  and  the  reasons  against  maintaining 
the  suit,  are  so  clearly  and  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  deliv< 
ered  in  the  Circuit  Court,  that  there  is  no  occasion  for  ex- 
tended discussion. 

The  patent  of  May  8,  1883,  was  expressly  and  distinctly, 
both  in  the  specification  and  in  the  claims,  limited  to  an  en- 
velope, with  an  opening  at  one  end ;  with  a  flap,  attached  to 
the  envelope  at  that  end,  of  sulBcient  size  to  cover  the  whole 
of  that  side  of  the  envelope  in  which  the  opening  was ;  and 
with  an  eyelet  in  the  flap,  resting  on  an  eyelet  in  the  oppo- 
site end  of  the  envelope,  through  which  eyelets  the  flap  could 
be  secured  to  the  envelope,  and  both  flap  and  envelope  be 
fastened  to  the  object  to  be  carried.  The  patentee  thus  gave 
the  public  to  understand  that  an  envelope,  the  flap  of  which 
did  not  cover  its  whole  length,  would  not  come  within  his 
patent,  and  might  rightfully  be  made  by  any  one.  After  the 
defendant  had  made  envelopes  with  a  short  flap  of  semi-cir- 
cular shape  and  covering  little  more  than  the  opening  of  the 
envelope,  (which,  it  is  admitted,  did  not  infringe  the  plain- 
tiff's patent  as  originally  issued,)  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  r^ 
issue,  enlarging  the  claims,  and  altering  the  specification 
throughout,  so  as  to  include  an  envelope  with  a  flap  of  any 
size  or  shape,  and  to  make  the  invention  consist,  not,  as  in  the 
leading  words  of  the  description  in  the  original  patent,  of 
"  an  envelope  with  an  end  flap  covering  its  side,"  but  in  "  a 
tag  provided  with  means  for  attaching  it  to  the  merchandise, 
and  with  an  envelope  or  pocket  to  receive  a  bill  or  invoice  of 
the  merchandise."  The  words  of  the  description  in  the  origi- 
nal patent  were  neither  technical  nor  complicated ;  but  they 
were  of  the  simplest  kind,  and  their  meaning  and  scope  could 
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not  have  been  misanderstood  by  any  one  who  read  them  with 
the  slightest  attention,  least  of  all  by  the  patentee.  To  up- 
hold such  a  reissue  under  such  circumstances  would  be  to 
grant  a  new  and  distinct  privilege  to  the  patentee  at  the  ex- 
pense of  innocent  parties,  and  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
whole  course  of  recent  decisions  in  this  court.  MiUer  v. 
£ra88  Co.,  104  U.  S.  360;  MaJin  v.  Harwood,  112  U.  S.  364; 
Coon  V.  WiUon,  113  U.  S.  268 ;  TopUff  v.  TopUff,  146  U.  S. 
156 ;  H^uber  v.  Ndson  Co.,  148  U.  S.  270 ;  Leggett  v.  Standard 
OU  Co.,  149  U.  S.  287 ;  Corhm  Co.  v.  EagU  Co.,  150  U.  S.  38. 

The  patent  of  November  24,  1885,  has  clearly  not  been 
infringed  by  the  defendant ;  for  the  peculiar  feature  of  this 
patent  consists  in  the  flap  being  constructed  so  that  it  can  be 
opened,  and  the  contents  taken  out,  without  tearing  the  en- 
velope or  removing  or  breaking  the  fastenings ;  whereas  in 
the  defendant's  envelope  that  flap  is  fastened  down  so  that 
it  cannot  be  opened  without  injury  to  it  or  to  the  envelope, 
and  the  contents  are  taken  out  by  opening  a  flap,  no  more 
firmly  secured  than  with  gum,  at  the  opposite  end  of  the  en- 
velope. 

Upon  these  grounds,  without  considering  the  questions  of 
lack  of  novelty  and  invention  in  the  several  patents,  the  entry 
jnust  be 

^^^^^____  Decree  affirmed. 

MORRISON  V.  WATSON. 

ERROR  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF   THE   STATE  OF  NORTH 
CAROLINA. 

No.  m.    Argaed  December  30, 1893.  —Decided  May  26, 1894. 

This  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  review  by  writ  of  error  a  judgment  of  the 
highest  court  of  a  State,  as  against  a  right  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  if  the  right  wa§  not  claimed  in  any  form  before  judg- 
ment in  that  court. 

This  was  an  action,  in  the  nature  of  ejectment,  brought 
April  11, 1883,  in  the  superior  court  of  Richmond  county  in 
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the  State  of  North  Carolina,  to  recover  one  hundred  acres 
of  land  in  that  county. 

The  case  certified  by  that  court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  began  as  follows : 

"The  plaintiff  claimed  title  to  the  land ' described  in  the 
complaint  by  virtue  of  an  execution  sale  and  sheriff's  deed 
made  pursuant  thereto.  The  defendant  denied  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  owner  of  the  land  or  that  he  wrongfully  withheld 
possession  thereof.    He  admitted  being  in  the  possession. 

"The  following  issues  were,  without  objection,  submitted 
to  the  jury:  1st.  Is  the  plaintiff  the  owner  and  entitled  to 
the  immediate  possession  of  the  land  described  in  the  com- 
plaint ?  2nd.  Did  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  bringing 
of  this  action  unlawfully  withhold  possession  thereof  ?  3rd. 
What  damages  is  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover  ? " 

The  case  then  stated  that  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence 
a  deed  of  the  land  from  the  sheriff  to  himself,  pursuant  to 
a  sale  thereof,  for  the  price  of  $40,  on  June  9, 1879,  under  an 
execution  duly  issued  April  5, 1879,  upon  a  judgment  rendered 
May  17,  1870,  against  the  defendant,  for  $35,  and  interest 
from  November  13,  1864,  and  costs,  on  a  promissory  note 
shown  by  the  judgment  roll  to  have  been  payable  at  the  date 
last  mentioned ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  also  gave  in  evidence 
the  execution,  and  the  officer's  return  thereon,  stating  that  he 
levied  it  upon  this  land.  The  case  also  stated  that  ^'  no  home- 
stead was  ever  allotted  to  the  defendant." 

The  case  then  stated  that  "  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  lands  of  the  defendant  were,  in  June,  1879, 
worth  less  than  $1000  and  the  amount  of  the  judgment," 
introduced,  "  after  objection  by  defendant  and  exception  to  its 
admission,"  evidence  tending  to  show  that  fact ;  that  the  de- 
fendant also  introduced  evidence  upon  the  questioil  of  the  value 
of  the  land ;  and  set  forth  the  testimony  introduced  by  either 
party  ;  did  not  show  that  any  evidence  admitted  was  objected 
to  by  the  plaintiff ;  and  continued  and  concluded  as  follows : 

"The  defendant  duly  objected  to  all  of  the  testimony  in 
regard  to  the  value  of  the  land,  when  it  was  offered,  for  that 
the  defendant's  right  to  a  homestead  and  the  value  of  his  land 
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could  only  be  ascertained  and  determined  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law,  and  not  in  the  first  instance  by  a  jury  empan- 
neled  to  try  the  question  of  title.  The  court,  in  deference  to 
the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  this  case,  admitted  the 
testimony.    Morrison  v.  WaUon^  95  No.  Car.  479. 

^^  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  requested  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury :  1st.  That  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ants were  worth  in  June,  1879,  $1000  and  the  judgment, 
interest  and  costs,  amounting  to  $83 ;  2d.  That  upon  the 
whole  evidence  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  The  court 
declined  to  so  instruct  the  jury,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

"  The  court  then  instructed  the  jury  that  they  could  con- 
sider the  whole  evidence,  and,  after  ascertaining  the  value  of 
the  land  per  acre  in  June,  1879,  they  should  make  a  calcula- 
tion as  to  its  total  value.  The  court  then  explained  to  the 
jury  the  issues,  and  the  way  in  which  the  testimony  should 
be  considered  with  respect  to  them ;  and  instructed  them  that 
they  could  consider  the  return  on  the  execution  in  passing 
upon  the  question  whether  the  defendant  had  other  property 
than  the  land  covered  by  the  sheriff's  deed;  and  that  to 
recover  in  this  action  the  plaintiff  must  show  by  a  prepon- 
derance of  the  testimony  that  the  defendant's  land  was  worth 
in  June,  1879,  less  than  $1000,  and  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment, interest,  and  costs,  amounting  to  $83,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  no  other  property  which  could  have  been  sold 
to  pay  the  judgment.     MiUer  v.  Miller^  89  No.  Car.  402. 

"  The  jury  found  the  first  and  second  issues  in  the  negative. 
Motion  for  a  new  trial  for  reception  of  the  evidence  objected 
to,  and  for  refusing  the  instruction  asked,  and  for  error  in 
the  instruction  given.  Motion  denied.  Judgment  in  accord- 
ance with  the  verdict.     Appeal  by  plaintiff." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  on  November  12,  1888, 
affirmed  the  judgment.  101  No.  Car.  332.  The  plaintiff,  on 
September  4, 1890,  sued  out  this  writ  of  error. 

Mr.  Frederic  D.  McKenney^  (with  whom  was  Mr.  S.  F. 
Phillips  on  the  brief,)  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  W.  W.  Flemming  for  defendant  in  error. 

VOL.  cuv— 8 
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Mb.  JusnoB  Gbat,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  coart. 

The  groand  on  which  it  was  argued  in  this  court  that  the 
jadgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina  should 
be  reversed  was  that,  the  debt,  in  execution  of  the  judgment 
upon  which  the  land  was  sold  to  the  plaintiff,  having  been 
contracted  before  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  State  ex- 
empted a  homestead  from  execution,  the  obligation  of  the 
contract  was  impaired  by  the  statute  of  North  Carolina,  by 
which,  as  construed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  such 
a  creditor  is  obliged  to  levy  his  execution,  first,  by  sale  of  so 
much  of  the  debtor's  land  as  is  not  within  the  homestead 
exemption,  and  afterwards,  if  necessary,  by  separate  sale  of 
the  rest  of  the  land. 

But  the  difficulty  is  that  it  does  not  appear  that  any  objec- 
tion to  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  was  taken  by  the 
plaintiff  in  the  courts  of  the  State.  On  the  contrary,  he 
appears  to  have  assumed  that  the  statute  was  constitutional 
and  valid ;  and  that,  if  the  land,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  on 
execution  in  June,  1879,  w^as  not  worth  the  sum  of  $1083, 
made  up  of  $1000  for  the  homestead,  and  $83  for  the  amount 
of  the  judgment,  he  could  not  recover. 

At  the  trial,  after  proving  his  title  under  the  sale  on  execu- 
tion, he  himself  introduced,  against  the  objection  and  excep- 
tion of  the  defendant,  evidence  that  the  lands  were  worth 
less  than  that  sum.  The  only  instructions  which  the  plaintiff 
asked,  and  to  the  refusal  of  which  he  excepted,  were  the 
specific  one  ^^  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendants'' 
(apparently  meaning  the  defendant's  lands)  "were  worth'* 
that  sum,  and  the  general  one  "  that  upon  the  whole  evidence 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover."  The  instructions  given 
were  not  excepted  to,  and  it  does  not  appear  for  what  sup- 
posed error  in  them  a  new  trial  was  moved  for  and  refused. 
The  plaintiff,  therefore,  up  to  the  time  of  judgment  in  the 
trial  court,  does  not  appear  to  have  insisted  that  the  levy 
under  which  he  claimed  was  valid  if  the  estate  was  worth 
more  than  the  sum  aforesaid,  as  the  jury  found  that  it  was. 
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Nor  does  it  appear  that  he  brought  any  constitutional  ques- 
tion before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State.  No  reasons  of 
his  appeal  to  that  court  are  stated  in  the  record;  and  the 
official  report  of  its  opinion  shows  that  no  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  argued  the  case  before  that  court.  101  No.  Car.  332^ 
335.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  fact  that  in  that  opinion 
the  construction  and  validity  of  the  statute  were  treated  as 
settled  by  the  ruling  in  the  earlier  case  of  McCa/rdess  v. 
Flinchum,  98  No.  Car.  358,  and  were  restated  by  way  of  ex- 
planation of  the  defence  at  the  trial  of  the  present  case,  falls 
short  of  showing  that  there  was  any  real  contest  at  any  stage 
of  this  case  upon  the  point. 

In  order  to  give  this  court  jurisdiction  of  a  writ  of  error  to 
review  a  judgment  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State,  on  the 
ground  that  it  decided  against  a  title,  right,  privilege,  or 
immunity  ^claimed  under  the  Constitution  or  a  treaty  or 
statute  of  the  United  States,  such  title,  right,  privilege, 
or  immunity  must  have  been  "  specially  set  up  or  claimed  " 
at  the  proper  time  and  in  the  proper  way.  If  it  was  not 
claimed  in  the  trial  court,  and  therefore,  by  the  law  and  prac- 
tice of  the  State,  as  declared  by  its  highest  court,  could  not  be 
considered  by  that  court ;  or  if  it  was  not  claimed  in  any  form 
before  judgment  in  the  highest  court  of  the  State ;  it  cannot 
be  asserted  in  this  court.  Kev.  Stat.  §  709 ;  Spies  v.  lUinois, 
123  U.  S.  131, 181 ;  Brooks  v.  Missouri,  124  U.  S.  394 ;  Chap- 
pell  V.  Bradshaw,  128  U.  S.  132, 134 ;  Brovm  v.  Massachusetts, 
144  U.  S.  573 ;  Schuyler  National  Bank  v.  BoUong,  150  U.  S. 
85 ;  Miller  v,  Texas,  153  U.  S.  535. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina  in 
this  case  appears  by  the  record  to  have  been  rendered  on 
November  14,  1888;  and  it  is  perhaps  significant  that  this 
writ  of  error  was  not  sued  out  until  September  4,  1890,  after 
that  court  in  Long  v.  Walker,  105  No.  Car.  90,  had  changed 
its  opinion  as  to  the  validity  and  effect  of  the  statute. 

Writ  of  error  dismissed  for  wa/nt  of  jurisdiction. 

Mb.  JtTsnoB  WHriBx,  not  having  been  a  member  of  the  court 
when  this  case  was  argued,  took  no  part  in  its  decision. 
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In  re  LOCKWOOD,  Petitioner. 

OBIOIKAL. 

No  namber.    Sabmitted  April  24, 1894.  —  Decided  May  20, 1804. 

It  is  for  the  Sapreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Virginia  to  constme  the  statate 
of  that  State  which  provides  that "  any  person  duly  authorized  and  prac- 
tising as  counsel  or  attorney  at  law  in  any  State  or  Territory  of  the 
United  States,  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  may  practise  as  such  in 
the  courts  of  this  State/'  and  to  determine  whether  the  word  "  person," 
as  therein  used,  is  confined  to  males,  and  whether  women  are  admitted 
to  practise  law  in  that  Commonwealth. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Joseph  Christian  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Chief  Justioe  Fullbb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

This  is  an  application  by  Beiva  A.  Lockwood  for  leave  to 
file  a  petition  for  a  mandamus  requiring  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Appeals  of  Virginia  to  admit  her  to  practise  law  in  that 
court.  Mrs.  Lockwood  has  been  for  many  years  a  member 
of  the  bar  of  this  court  and  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  also,  she  avers,  of  the  bars  of  several 
States  of  the  Union.  Her  complaint  is  that  she  recently  ap- 
plied to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia  to  be 
admitted  to  the  practice  of  law  in  that  court,  and  the  court 
denied  her  application,  notwithstanding  it  is  provided  by  a 
statute  of  that  State  that  '^any  person  duly  authorized  and 
practising  as  counsel  or  attorney  at  law  in  any  State  or  Terri- 
tory of  the  United  States,  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  may 
practise  as  such  in  the  courts  of  this  State."  Code  Va.  1887, 
§  3192 ;  and  she  alleges  that  the  only  reason  for  the  rejection 
of  her  application  was  that  she  is  a  woman.  It  appears  that 
no  record  was  made  of  the  refusal  complained  of,  but  she 
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presents  a  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  that  court  to  the  effect 
that  the  application  was  made  and  rejected,  though  ^^  no  order 
was  made  at  the  time."  Nothing  is  stated  in  the  papers  be- 
fore us  as  to  the  residence  of  the  petitioner,  whether  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  or  in  some  other  State  than  the  State 
of  Virginia.  Our  interposition  seems  to  be  invoked  upon  the 
ground  that  petitioner  has  been  denied  a  privilege  or  im- 
munity belonging  to  her  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and 
enjoyed  by  the  women  of  Virginia,  in  contravention  of  the 
second  section  of  Article  IV  of  the  Constitdtion  and  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment. 

In  Miner  v.  Happersett^  21  Wall.  162,  this  court  held  that 
the  word  "  citizen  "  is  often  used  to  convey  the  idea  of  member- 
ship in  a  nation,  and  in  that  sense,  women,  if  born  of  citizen 
parents  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  have 
always  been  considered  citizens  of  the  United  States,  as  much 
so  before  the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  as  since ;  but  that  the  right  of  suffrage  was  not 
necessarily  one  of  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizenship 
before  the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  that 
amendment  did  not  add  to  these  privileges  and  immunities. 
Hence,  that  a  provision  in  a  state  constitution  which  confined 
the  right  of  voting  to  male  citizens  of  the  United  States  was 
no  violation  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 

In  BradweU  v.  T?ie  State,  16  Wall.  130,  it  was  held  that 
the  right  to  practise  law  in  the  state  courts  was  not  a  privi- 
lege or  immunity  of  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  ;  that  the 
right  to  control  and  regulate  the  granting  of  license  to  prac- 
tise law  in  the  courts  of  a  State  is  one  of  those  powers  that 
was  not  transferred  for  its  protection  to  the  Federal  govern- 
ment, and  its  exercise  is  in  no  manner  governed  or  controlled 
by  citizenship  of  the  United  States  in  the  party  seeking  such 
license. 

Section  3192  of  the  Code  of  Virginia  quoted  in  this  appli- 
cation is  one  of  twelve  sections  constituting  chap.  154  of  that 
Code,  entitled,  "Of  Attorneys-at-Law  Generally."  Section 
3193  reads:  "Every  such  person  shall  produce,  before  each 
court  in  which  he  intends  to  practise,  satisfactory  evidence 
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of  his  being  so  licensed  or  authorized,  and  take  an  oath  that 
he  will  honestly  demean  himself  in  the  practice  of  the  law, 
and  to  the  best  of  his  ability  execute  his  office  of  attomey-at- 
law ;  and  also,  when  he  is  licensed  in  this  State,  take  the  oath 
of  fidelity  to  the  Commonwealth." 

It  was  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  to  construe  the 
statute  of  Virginia  in  question,  and  to  determine  whether 
the  word  ^'person"  as  therein  used  is  confined  to  males, 
and  whether  women  are  admitted  to  practise  law  in  that 
Commonwealth. 

Leame  denied. 
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No.  1188.    Arga«d  April  27, 1894.  —  Decided  May  96, 18M. 

When  a  vessel,  libelled  for  smuggling  and  for  rlolations  of  the  Chinese 
Exclusion  Act,  is  discharged  on  giving  the  bond  required  by  law,  it  may 
be  again  libelled  in  another  district  for  similar  offences,  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  prior  to  the  offences  charged  in  the  first  libel ;  but,  if 
both  suits  proceed  to  judgment,  there  can  be  but  one  forfeiture  of  the 
vesseL 

On  June  7,  1893,  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Washington,  the  United  States  libelled  the 
steamship  Haytian  Bepublic  for  violations  of  the  ^'Chinese 
Exclusion  Act,"  and  for  smuggling  opium.  It  was  averred 
that  the  violations  of  the  Exclusion  Act  occurred  at  the  follow- 
ing dates :  1st,  September  20,  1892 ;  2d,  October  8,  1892 ;  3d, 
October  12, 1892 ;  4th,  October  15  and  16,  1892 ;  5th,  Novem- 
ber 1, 1892 ;  6th,  November  26, 1892 ;  7th,  December  12, 1892; 
8th,  December  13, 1892 ;  9th,  January  2, 1893 ;  10th,  January 
26, 1893 ;  11th,  February  2, 1893 ;  12th,  March  28, 1893 ;  13th, 
May  11,  1893. 

The  offences  of  opium  smuggling,  according  to  the  libel, 
were  committed  as  follows : 
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November  21,  1892,  at  Portland,  Oregon,  2000  pounds,  of 
the  value  of  $22,000 ;  December  7,  1892,  at  St.  Johns,  on  the 
Columbia  River,  1000  pounds,  of  the  value  of  $11,000. 

The  prayer  was  for  the  forfeiture  of  the  vessel  on  account 
of  the  violations  of  the  Exclusion  Act,  and  for  judgment  for 
$32,000,  the  value  of  the  opium,  with  recognition  of  a  lien  on 
the  ship  for  that  amount. 

Th&  Northwest  Loan  and  Trust  Company  claimed  the  vessel, 
and,  after  due  appraisement,  she  was  bonded. 

On  the  6th  day  of  July,  1893,  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Oregon,  the  United  States 
again  libelled  the  same  steamship  for  violations  of  the  Chinese 
Exclusion  Act  and  for  smuggling  opium.  In  this  libel  it  was 
alleged  that  the  violations  of  the  act  were  committed  at  the 
following  dates:  1st,  October  29,  1892;  2d,  June  14,  1893; 
and  3d,  June  28,  1893,  all  at  the  port  of  Portland,  Oregon. 
And  the  opium  smuggling  was  charged  as  follows: 

1st,  October  29,  1892,  at  Portland,  Oregon,  1640  cans,  con- 
taining 820  pounds,  of  the  value  of  $9840 ;  2d,  December  27, 

1892,  at  St.  Johns,  Oregon,  1000  pounds,  valued  at  $12,000. 
The  prayer  of  this  second  libel  was  for  forfeiture  of  the 

vessel  for  the  violations  of  the  Exclusion  Act  and  for  judg- 
ment for  $28,840,  the  value  of  the  opium,  with  recognition  of 
a  lien  on  the  vessel  for  that  amount. 

On  the  14th  of  July,  1893,  an  amended  libel  was  filed, 
charging  the  smuggling  of  opium,  1st,  on  July  28, 1892,  Wil- 
lamette River,  300  pounds  of  opium,  of  the  value  of  $3300 ; 
2d,  on  August  30,  1892,  on  the  Columbia  River,  near  the 
mouth  of  the  .Willamette  River,  of  800  pounds,  of  the  value 
of  $8800 ;  3d,  on  the  2d  of  September,  1892,  near  Swan  Island, 
1400  pounds,  worth  $15,400;  4th,  on  the  27th  of  January, 

1893,  at  Portland,  Oregon,  1200  pounds,  worth  $11,220 ;  and 
5th,  on  the  22d  of  February,  1893,  at  Portland,  Oregon,  900 
pounds,  value  $9900. 

The  prayer  of  the  amended  libel  was  also  for  the  forfeiture 
of  the  vessel,  and  for  a  decree  for  the  penalty  to  the  value  of 
the  opium,  which  was  $48,620,  with  lien  upon  the  vessel. 

The  original  and  amended  libel  claimed,  therefore,  the  for- 
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feiture  of  the  vessel  for  three  violations  of  the  Chinese  Exda- 
sion  Act,  the  first  occurring  in  October,  1892,  and  the  two 
last  after  Jane  7,  1893;  and  also  sought  to  enforce  against 
the  vessel  an  aggregate  penalty  of  $77,460  for  seven  acts  of 
opium  smuggling,  which,  they  charged,  had  taken  place  at 
various  dates  between  the  28th  of  July,  1892,  and  the  22d  of 
February,  1893. 

Thus,  all  the  offences  against  the  Chinese  Exclusion  Act, 
charged  by  these  libels,  except  the  two  last,  occurred  prior 
to  June  7,  1893,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  libel  ill  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  Washington,  and  all  the  offences  of  opium 
smuggling  therein  <3harged  occurred  prior  to  the  filing  of  the 
suit  in  Washington. 

The  Northwest  Loan  and  Trust  Company  appeared  as 
claimant  in  the  new  suit.  It  excepted  to  all  the  averments 
as  to  violations  of  the  Exclusion  Act  and  smuggling  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  allegations,  were  committed  before  the  filing 
of  the  suit  in  the  District  of  Washington.  Its  exception, 
therefore,  covered  all  the  charges  of  smuggling  opium  and 
one  of  the  charges  of  violation  of  the  Chinese  Exclusion  Act. 
To  the  two  averments  of  violation  of  the  act,  which  were  not 
excepted  to,  an  answer  was  filed. 

The  court  sustained  the  exception  and  dismissed  the  libels, 
except  as  to  the  two  charges  of  violation  of  the  Exclusion  Act 
subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  suit  in  the  Washington  Dis- 
trict. As  to  these,  it  held  that  the  averments  of  the  libel 
stated  no  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

The  case  was  taken  by  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
for 'the  Ninth  Circuit,  where  the  judgment  pf  the  District 
Court  was  aflBrmed.  This  action  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  was  brought  up  for  review  under  a  writ  of  certiorari. 

Mr,  Solicitor  General  for  the  United  States. 

Mr,  John  H.  Mitchell  for  the  steamship  Haytian  Republic 
and  for  The  Northwest  Loan  and  Trust  Company. 

The  well-settled  rule,  which  requires  the  boundaries  of  the 
jurisdictions  of  courts  of  equal  jurisdiction  in  different  States  or 


THE  HAYTIAN  REPUBLIC.  121 

Argument  for  Appellees. 

districts,  both  as  to  persons  and  subject-matter,  to  be  clearly 
defined  and  recognized,  to  the  end  that  proceedings  in  one 
shall  not  in  any  respect,  or  in  the  slightest  degree,  be  ob- 
structed or  delayed  by  proceedings  in  the  other,  will  not  per- 
mit a  second  seizure  and  libel  m  rem  against  a  vessel,  pencUng 
seizure  and  proceedings  thereunder  in  another  jurisdiction,  or 
even  in  the  same  jurisdiction,  and  for  alleged  cause  or  causes 
of  forfeiture  existing  at  the  date  of  the  first  seizure.  If  there 
can,  under  such  circumstances,  be  a  second  seizure,  then  there 
may  be  a  third,  and  a  fourth,  or  even  more,  in  as  many  other 
districts,  or  even  in  the  same  district. 

The  right  of  the  claimant  to  give  bond  and  have  the  vessel 
released  is  a  statutory  right,  —  one  which  attaches  as  often  as 
a  seizure  occurs,  but  he  must  give  bond  conditioned  for  the 
payment  of  the  full  appraised  value  of  the  vessel  in  the  event 
of  condemnation.  If  there  can  be  two  or  more  seizures  of  the 
same  vessel  in  as  many  different  districts  and  as  many  different 
bonds  given  for  the  value  of  the  vessel,  and  a  decision  in  each 
case  be  entered  in  favor  of  the  government,  may  not  the 
claimant,  nay,  will  he  not,  be  compelled  to  respond  on  these 
several  bonds  to  an  amount  double  or  treble,  as  the  case  may 
be,  of  the  value  of  the  vessel  ? 

The  Solicitor  General  suggests  in  his  brief  that  "  If  various 
libels  filed  by  the  government  be  pending  in  different  juris- 
dictions, each  involving  a  forfeiture,  and  a  bond  has  been 
given,  in  a  proper  case  a  stay  may  be  obtained,  pending  a 
speedy  determination  in  one  suit,  and  if  a  judgment  of 
forfeiture  is  rendered  in  that  suit,  it  would  seem  proper  to 
allow  it  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  other  suits.'' 

It  is  respectfully  submitted  that  any  rule  which  makes  the 
prepress  of  the  proceedings  in  one  district  court  depend  on 
the  progress  or  delay  of  similar  proceedings  in  another  district 
court,  ought  not  to  be  regarded  with  favor  by  this  court. 

This  being  a  proceeding  in  rem  not  in  personam^  it  is  clear 
the  case  does  not  come  within  the  category  of  cases  permit- 
ting separate  suits  as  upon  separate  and  distinct  demands; 
on  the  contrary,  this  proceeding  in  rem  comes  clearly 
irithin  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  this  court,  speaking  through 
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Mr.  Justice  Field,  in  Stark  v.  Starr^  94  U.  S.  477,  485,  where 
it  is  said :  ^'  It  is  undoabtedly  a  settled  principle  that  a  party 
seeking  to  enforce  a  claim  legal  or  equitable  must  present  to 
the  court,  either  by  the  pleadings  or  proofs,  all  the  grounds 
upon  which  he  expects  a  judgment  in  his  favor.  He  is  not  at 
liberty  to  split  up  his  demand  and  prosecute  it  by  piecemeal, 
or  present  only  a  portion  of  the  grounds  upon  which  special 
relief  is  sought,  and  leave  the  rest  to  be  presented  in  a  second 
suit,  if  the  first  fail.  There  would  be  no  end  to  litigation  if 
such  a  practice  were  permissible." 

What  was  the  special  relief  sought  by  the  government  in 
the  proceeding  in  the  Washington  court?  Simply  the  con- 
fiscation of  the  vessel.  This  being  so,  the  government  was 
^'not  at  liberty  to  split  up  its  demand  and  prosecute  it  by 
piecemeal." 

What  would  be  the  result  of  a  final  decision  either  way  by 
the  Washington  court  as  a  bar  to  future  seizures  and  suits  for 
antecedent  causes  of  forfeiture,  whether  such  causes  were  or 
were  not  included  in  the  libel  in  that  case  ?  The  answer  to 
this  query  is  a  proper  test  as  to  whether  the  Oregon  court 
could  acquire  jurisdiction  pending  the  suit  in  the  Washington 
court,  or  if  jurisdiction  could  attach,  whether  it  could  stand 
against  a  plea  of  lis  pendens  in  the  Washington  court. 

It  is  respectfully  insisted  such  final  decree  in  the  Washing- 
ton court,  either  condemning  the  vessel  on  the  one  hand,  or 
exonerating  the  owner  against  all  charges  preferred  on  the 
other,  would  be  an  absolute  bar  to  any  future  suit  against  the 
same  vessel,  either  on  account  of  the  causes  of  forfeiture 
alleged  in  the  bill  or  any  similar  antecedent  causes,  not  in- 
cluded in  the  bill.  If  this  be  true,  then  a  plea  in  abatement 
or  bar,  or  exceptions  filed,  which  amount  to  the  same  thing  in 
effect,  to  the  bill  in  the  Oregon  court,  must  abate  the  proceed- 
ings in  that  suit. 

Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  Oshom  v.  Bank  of  the  United 
StateSy  9  Wheat.  738,  held  that,  to  ascertain  what  is  embraced 
in  a  cause  it  is  necessary  to  consider  what  will  be  concluded 
by  the  judgment,  and  a  judgment  is  confessedly  conclusive  of 
every  point  which  might  have  been  raised  in  pleading,  whether 
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it  is  or  is  not  actaally  put  at  issue  and  detennined.  See  also 
BeloU  V.  Margcm,  7  Wall.  619. 

A  former  judgment  between  the  same  parties  in  which  a 
claim  was  decided  or  was  properly  involved  and  might  have 
been  decided  is  a  bar  to  another  action  or  suit  as  to  such  claim. 
Stockton  V.  Ford,  18  How.  418. 

"  The  discovery  of  new  evidence,  not  in  the  power  of  the 
party  at  the  former  trial,  forms  no  exception  to  the  rale  in 
relation  to  estoppel,  whether  the  second  action  is  at  law  or  in 
equity." 

'^  An  adjudication  is  final  and  conclusive  not  only  as  to  the 
matter  actually  determined,  but  as  to  every  other  matter 
which  the  parties  might  have  litigated  and  have  decided  as 
incident  to  or  essentially  connected  with  the  subject-matter  of 
the  litigation,  and  every  matter  coming  within  the  legitimate 
purview  of  the  original  action,  both  in  respect  to  matters  of 
claim  and  of  defence." 

"  If  either  party  omits  to  set  forth  and  prove  all  the  grounds 
of  his  right  or  his  adversary's  want  of  it,  he  cannot  correct 
his  error  by  bringing  another  suit  upon  the  portion  or  frag- 
ment of  the  case  omitted."    Freeman  on  Judgments. 

Mb.  JusnoB  WnrrB,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

All  question  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  rulings  below,  that 
the  two  alleged  violations  of  the  Exclusion  Act  after  June, 
1893,  constituted  no  offence  against  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  was  waived  in  the  discussion  at  bar. 

The  first  question,  then,  for  consideration  is,  was  the  action 
of  the  court  correct  in  dismissing  all  the  charges,  both  as  to 
the  introduction  of  Chinese  and  as  to  the  importation  of  opium 
prior  to  June  7, 1893,  because  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit  in 
the  District  of  Washington  ? 

Pretermitting  all  question  as  to  whether  the  pendency  of 
suits  in  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  sitting  in  different 
States,  is  a  subject-matter  of  the  defence  "other  suit  pend- 
ing "  —  the  issue  is,  "  Did  the  suit  in  Washington  prevent  the 
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bringing  of  suit  in  Oregon?"  Both  the  introductions  of 
Chinese  and  the  importations  of  opium  which  were  averred  in 
the  suit  in  Oregon  were  distinct  and  different  acts  from  those 
charged  in  the  libel  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  Washington. 
The  elementary  principle  which  governs  the  availability  of 
the  plea  of  "  other  suit  pending  "  was  thus  stated  in  Watson  v. 
e/(?7i^,  13WalL679,  715: 

"  When  the  pendency  of  such  a  suit  is  set  up  to  defeat 
another,  the  case  must  be  the  same.  There  must  be  the  same 
parties,  or,  at  least,  such  as  represent  the  same  interest,  there 
must  be  the  same  rights  asserted  and  the  same  relief  prayed 
for.  This  relief  must  be  founded  on  the  same  facts,  and  the 
title,  or  essential  basis  of  the  relief  sought,  must  be  the  same." 

Tested  by  these  principles,  it  is  obvious  that  the  plea  of 
pendency  of  the  suit  in  Washington  was  not  available  here. 
There  were  the  same  parties,  but  not  the  same  rights  asserted ; 
and  the  claim  of  relief  was  not  founded  upon  the  same  facts. 
In  the  case  just  cited  it  was  said  that  the  true  test  of  the 
suflBciency  of  a  plea  of  "  other  suit  pending  "  in  another  forum 
was  the  legal  efiicacy  of  the  first  suit,  when  finally  disposed 
of,  as  "  the  thing  adjudged,"  regarding  the  matters  at  issue 
in  the  second  suit.  I)ick  v.  Oilmery  4  La.  Ann.  520 ;  BiacJutff 
V.  Theurer^  8  La.  Ann.  15. 

The  efficiency  of  the  test,  thus  applied,  results  from  the 
fact  that  the  elements  constituting  the  thing  adjudged,  and 
those  necessary  for  the  plea  of  "other  suit  pending,"  are 
identical. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  decision  of  the  suit  in  Washington 
would  not  have  constituted  the  thing  adjudged  as  to  the 
matters  averred  in  the  suit  in  the  District  of  Oregon.  The 
charges  were  different.  If  the  court  in  Washington  had 
found  that,  at  the  times  and  places  named,  the  vessel  had  not 
smuggled  opium  and  had  not  illegally  imported  Chinese,  and 
adjudged  accordingly,  such  judgment  would  not  have  affected 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  similar  offences  had  been 
committed  at  other  times  and  places. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that,  although  the  two  suits  in- 
volved the  assertion  of  different  rights,  as  the  rights  asserted 
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in  the  last  salt  were  in  existence  at  the  time  the  first  suit  was 
brought,  therefore  they  should  have  been  asserted  in  that 
suit,  and  could  not  be  afterwards  relied  upon  in  a  separate 
suit,  in  a  different  forum.  In  support  of  this  proposition  we 
are  referred  to  the  case  of  Stark  v.  /Storr,  94  U.  S.  477,  485, 
and  this  language  is  quoted  from  the  opinion  in  that  case : 

'^  It  is  undoubtedly  a  settled  question  that  a  party  seeking 
to  enforce  a  claim  legal  or  equitable  must  present  to  the 
court,  either  by  the  pleadings  or  proofs,  all  the  grounds  upon 
which  he  expects  a  judgment  in  his  favor.  He  is  not  at 
liberty  to  split  up  his  demand  and  prosecute  it  by  piecemeal, 
or  present  only  a  portion  of  the  grounds  upon  which  special 
relief  is  sought,  and  leave  the  rest  to  be  presented  in  a  second 
suit,  if  the  first  fail.  There  would  be  no  end  to  litigation  if 
such  a  practice  were  permissible." 

This  statement,  however,  is  qualified  by  the  following, 
which  is  not  included  in  the  citation :  ^^  But  this  principle 
does  not  require  distinct  causes  of  action  —  that  is  to  say,  dis- 
tinct matters  —  each  of  which  would  authorize  by  itself  inde- 
pendent relief,  to  be  presented  in  a  single  suit,  though  they 
existed  at  the  same  time  and  might  be  considered  together." 
p.  485. 

The  qualification  states  the  elementary  rule.  One  of  the 
tests  laid  down  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  or 
not  the  causes  of  action  should  have  been  joined  in  one  suit 
is  whether  the  evidence  necessary  to  prove  one  cause  of  action 
would  establish  the  other.     Cripps  v.  Talvande,  4  McCord,  20. 

It  is  evident  that  proof  showing  that  a  particular  lot  of 
opium  had  been  smuggled  on  a  particular  day,  or  a  particular 
number  of  Chinese  had  been  imported  at  a  particular  time, 
would  have  no  relevancy  or  tendency  to  prove  the  smuggling 
of  a  different  lot  of  opium  at  a  different  time,  or  the  impor- 
tation of  a  different  number  of  Chinese  at  a  different  date* 

It  was  conceded,  in  argument,  that  where  a  vessel  had  been 
bonded  and  then  committed  an  offence  —  which  made  her 
liable  to  forfeiture — she  could  be  proceeded  against  in  a 
court  other  than  where  the  bond  was  given.  This  admission 
practically  involves  the  whole  point  at  issue  here.    If  the 


126  OCTOBEB  TERM,  1893. 

Opinion  of  the  Court 

vessel,  after  the  bond  had  been  given,  was  not  in  the  costody 
of  the  court  of  first  resort  to  the  extent  of  preventing  a  second 
libel  from  being  filed  against  her  in  another  oourt  for  a  sab- 
sequently  arising  offence,  she  was  not  in  the  custody  of  the 
court  so  as  to  prevent  a  seizure  for  an  offence  which  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  first  libel,  and  which  the  libellants  were 
under  no  legal  necessity  to  join  therein.  The  attempted  dis- 
tinction rests  upon  the  theory  that,  after  bonding,  the  vessel 
was  in  the  custody  of  the  court  for  the  purposes  of  all  claims 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  bonding,  and  out  of  the  custody 
of  the  court  as  to  all  claims  arising  subsequent  thereto.  But 
if  the  vessel  was  in  the  custody  of  the  court  at  all,  it  was 
there  for  all  purposes,  and  the  admission  that  it  was  not  so 
in  the  custody  of  the  first  court  as  to  preclude  proceedings 
against  it  in  another  forum  under  certain  circumstances  carries 
with  it  the  concession  that  it  was  not  in  that  custody  to  such 
an  extent  as  to  affect  the  question  of  proceedings  elsewhere 
under  any  circumstances  whatever. 

It  is  true  that,  where  a  fraudulent  appraisement  has  been 
had,  or  a  fraudulent  or  illegal  bond  has  been  given,  in  an 
Admiralty  proceeding,  the  court  has  the  power  to  recall  the 
vessel  for  the  purpose  of  requiring  an  honest  appraisement 
and  of  exacting  a  legal  bond.  United  States  v.  Ames^  99 
U.  S.  36 ;  The  Union,  4  Blatchford,  90 ;  The  FavoriU,  2 
Flippin,  86 ;  The  ThdleSy  3  Ben.  327 ;  2  Parsons  on  Shipping, 
411.  This  special  power,  however,  to  meet  a  particular  con- 
tingency does  not  affect  the  general  rule,  or  imply  that  the 
vessel,  after  a  legal  bond  has  been  given,  remains  in  the 
exclusive  custody  and  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  Union, 
9upra. 

It  is  urged  that,  as  in  the  first  case  the  issue  was  the  for- 
feiture of  the  vessel,  and  this  involved  her  entire  value,  and  as 
the  bond  given  represented  that  entirety,  the  existence  of  the 
bond  in  the  Washington  court  precluded  the  raising  of  any 
question  concerning  the  liability  of  the  vessel  to  forfeiture 
elsewhere.  The  fallacy  here  lies  in  supposing  that  the  bond 
took  the  place  of  the  entire  value  of  the  vessel  for  any  other 
purpose  than  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  in  which  the  bond 
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was  given.  The  claim  for  forfeiture  alleged  in  the  cause 
wherein  the  bond  was  given  was  alone  covered  by  the  bond, 
and  therefore,  the  assertion  of  a  right  to  forfeiture  for  another 
and  distinct  cause  was  not  embraced  in  its  condition,  although 
its  penalty  was  the  full  value  of  the  vessel  The  authorities 
are  clear  upon  this  point.  In  The  Wild  Ranger^  decided  by 
Dr.  Lushington,  the  facts  were  these:  A  collision  occurred 
between  the  Wild  Banger  and  the  Coleroon.  The  Wild 
Sanger  was  libelled  by  the  owners  of  the  other  vessel,  who 
claimed  £3500,  and  was  released  under  bond.  Subsequently 
she  was  libelled  by  the  owners  of  the  cargo  of  the  Coleroon. 
In  this  last  proceeding  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  rendered, 
the  vessel  was  sold,  and  the  proceeds  of  sale  were  paid  into 
court.  The  price  of  the  sale  exceeded  the  sum  of  the  damages 
awarded  to  the  owners  of  the  cargo.  Pending  these  proceed- 
ings under  the  second  libel,  the  damages  due  to  the  owners 
of  the  Coleroon  were  ascertained  to  be  greater  than  the  sum 
of  the  bond  given  in  their  case.  The  owners  of  the  Coleroon 
thereupon  claimed  the  balance  realized  by  the  sale  of  the 
Wild  Banger,  over  and  above  the  amount  which  had  been 
decreed  to  the  owners  of  the  cargo.  Upon  this  state  of  facts 
Dr.  Lushington  thus  ruled : 

"  In  order  to  justify  me  in  directing  these  proceeds  to  be 
paid  to  the  owners  of  the  ^  Coleroon '  it  is  not  sufficient  that 
they  should  show  that  a  debt  is  due  them  from  the  owners  of 
the  *  Wild  Banger';  they  must  either  prove  that  they  have 
a  lien  upon  the  proceeds  or  produce  a  statute  authorizing  me 
to  apply  these  proceeds  in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  they 
have  obtained.  Now,  there  is  no  lien  on  these  proceeds,  by 
reason  of  the  action  being  in  the  nature  of  an  action  in  rem. 
The  proceeds  of  the  ship  sold  are,  in  legal  consideration,  the 
same  as  the  ship  itself;  and  the  ship  was  wholly  released  from 
all  claim  by  the  owners  of  the  ^Coleroon'  from  the  moment 
that  they  took  bail."  The  Wild  Rcmger,  2  New  Bep.  402, 
403. 

In  the  T.  W.  Snook,  51  Fed.  Bep.  244,  246,  the  Snook  had 
been  libelled  by  the  Georgia  and  released  under  bond  for 
$4000,  double  the  amount  of  the  Georgia's  claim.    After  the 
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release  of  the  Snook  the  Continental  Insurance  Company, 
which  had  paid  for  a  loss  on  the  cargo  of  the  Georgia,  inter- 
vened and  asserted  its  right  to  be  reimbursed  for  its  expendi- 
ture out  of  the  balance  of  the  bond  over  and  above  the  claim 
of  the  Georgia.  The  court  (Blodgett,  J.),  said:  "I  do  not 
think  this  application  on  the  part  of  the  insurance  company 
should  prevail,  my  reasons  being  briefly  that  at  the  time  the 
bond  was  given  on  which  the  Snook  was  released  no  claim 
was  made  in  the  proceedings  except  for  damage  to  the  hull 
of  the  Georgia,  and,  in  fact,  it  was  not  until  about  two  months 
after  this  bond  had  been  given  that  the  insurance  company 
paid  the  loss  on  the  cargo,  and  thereby  acquired  any  right  of 
intervention  or  subrogation.  The  sureties  on  the  bond  must 
be  presumed  to  have  signed  it  on  the  understanding  that  their 
liability  was  only  to  satisfy  the  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the 
libel,  which  was  for  the  damages  to  the  hull  of  the  Gleorgia." 
(See  also  The  Union^  4  Blatchford,  90.) 

There  is  no  force  in  the  argument  that,  as  the  suit  in 
Washington  claimed  the  forfeiture  of  the  vessel  and  the  suit 
in  Oregon  claimed  the  same  thing,  there  was  a  practical 
identity  between  them.  The  fallacy  results  from  a  failure 
to  distinguish  between  the  right  and  the  remedy.  True, 
the  remedy  sought  in  Washington  was  the  forfeiture  of 
the  vessel,  and  the  same  remedy  was  invoked  in  Oregon, 
but  the  causes  of  action  upon  which  the  remedy  was  prayed 
in  the  two  cases  were  entirely  different.  As  we  have  seen, 
not  only  identity  of  relief,  but  identity  of  cause  of  action,  is 
essential  to  the  plea  of  pending  suit,  and  both  are  also  neces- 
sary to  the  efficacy  of  the  plea  of  the  thing  adjudged. 

It  is  urged  that,  as  the  matters  could  have  been  joined  in 
the  Washington  suit,  therefore  they  would  have  been  con- 
cluded by  a  decree  rendered  therein,  the  argument  being  that 
a  judgment  concludes  not  only  the  matters  actually  in  con- 
troversy, but  all  those  which  might  have  been  adjudged. 

In  support  of  this  contention  we  are  referred  to  Oahom  v. 
Bomk  of  the  United  States^  9  Wheat.  738 ;  to  Bdoit  v.  Morgan^ 
7  Wall.  619,  and  other  authorities.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
examine  these  in  detail.    The  proposition  which  they  support 
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is  well  stated  in  an  excerpt  from  Freeman  on  Judgments, 
quoted  in  the  brief  of  counsel :  ^^  An  adjudication  is  final  and 
conclusive,  not  only  as  to  the  matter  actually  determined, 
but  as  to  every  other  matter  which  the  parties  might  have 
litigated  and  have  decided  as  incident  to  or  essentially  con- 
nected with  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation,  and  every 
matter  coming  within  the  legitimate  purview  of  the  original 
action,  both  in  respect  to  matters  of  claim  and  of  defence." 

If  the  deduction  drawn  by  counsel  from  this  and  similar 
language  were  true,  then  a  judgment  upon  one  cause  of  action 
would  be  conclusive  as  to  every  other  existing  at  the  time, 
although  not  embraced  in  the  suit,  and  although  the  parties 
were  not  obliged  to  join  it  therein.  This  would  destroy  the 
right  of  parties  to  sue  separately  upon  distinct  causes  of 
action,  and  would  be  subversive  of  the  entire  theory  of  the 
thing  adjudged.  The  mistake  lies  in  construing  the  words 
"  which  might  have  been  raised,"  as  applying  to  a  cause  of 
action  other  than  the  cause  of  action  embraced  in  the  suit. 
In  other  words,  the  doctrine  is  that  the  thing  adjudged 
includes  not  only  the  direct  results  of  the  cause  of  action 
which  the  judgment  concludes,  but  also  all  things  necessarily 
incident  to  and  growing  out  of  that  cause  which  the  parties 
might  have  joined  in  the  suit.  Dowefl  v.  Applegate^  152  U.  S. 
327,  343.  Of  course,  whilst  concluding  that  the  separate 
causes  of  the  action  here  under  consideration  need  not  have 
been  joined  in  one  suit,  and  that  the  suit  in  Washington  was 
no  bar  to  the  suit  in  Oregon,  we  must  not  be  considered  as 
intimating  that  there  could  be  more  than  one  forfeiture  of  the 
TesseL  The  distinct  charges  give  rise  to  distinct  causes  of 
action,  but  the  forfeiture  for  either  would  have  consummated 
the  proceedings. 

Judgment  reversed  and  case  remanded  for  further  proceed- 
inge  in  accordance  toith  this  opinion. 

VOL.  CUV— 9 
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NORTHERN    PACIFIC     RAILROAD     COMPANY    v. 
PATTERSON. 

EBKOB  TO   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   STATE   OF   MONTANA. 
No.  857.    Argaed  and  •ubmiitad  April  12, 18M.  —  Decided  May  26, 18M. 

.Wben  the  laws  of  a  State  create  a  tribaoal  for  the  correction  and  equaliza- 
tion of  assessments,  and  provide  that  persons  feeling  aggrieved  by  a  val- 
uation may  apply  to  such  board  for  its  correction,  and  confer  upon  the 
board  power  so  to  do,  It  is  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  statute  remedy  Is  exclusive  or  whether  It  is  only  cumu- 
lative ;  and  its  action  in  that  respect  raises  no  Federal  question. 

This  was  an  action  commenced  by  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  against  J.  L.  Patterson,  county  treasurer 
of  Gallatin  County,  Montana,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  selling  certain  lands,  blocks,  and  lots  for 
taxes  which  had  been  levied  thereon  in  the  year  1889,  or 
collecting  the  same,  and  also  for  a  decree  adjudging  said 
taxes  to  be  void.  The  complaint  set  out  three  separate  and 
distinct  causes  of  action,  but  it  is  not  claimed  that  any  Fed- 
eral question  was  presented  by  the  allegations  in  respect  of 
the  second  and  third  causes,  and  no  error  as  to  the  ruling  of 
the  state  court  thereon  was  assigned  in  this  court.  The 
complaint  asserted  an  interest  in  the  lands  in  question  under 
the  act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1864,  entitled  "  An  act 
granting  lands  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  and 
telegraph  line  from  Lake  Superior  to  Puget  Sound  oa  the 
Pacific  Coast  on  the  northern  route;"  but. insisted  that  the 
lands  were  not  so  segregated  from  the  public  domain  and 
identified  as  a  part  of  the  lands  granted  by  said  act  as  to 
extinguish  all  interest  of  the  United  States  therein  and  render 
them  taxable.  And  the  grounds  set  up  are  thus  stated  in 
the  brief  of  counsel :  '^  That  a  grant  was  made  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  said  act  of  July  2,  1864 ;  that  plaintiff  definitely  fixed 
the  line  of  its  road  and  filed  a  plat  thereof  in  the  office  of 
the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office ;  that  the  road 
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was  duly  constructed  and  was  accepted  by  the  president. 
That  the  lands  involved  are  on  and  within  40  miles  of  the 
line  of  the  road  as  definitely  fixed ;  and  that  plaintiff  has  per- 
formed all  the  things  and  conditions  upon  its  part  to  be  done 
and  performed  to  entitle  it  to  the  lands  inuring  to  it  under 
the  grant ;  except  that  it  has  not  repaid  to  the  United  States 
the  cost  of  surveying  these  lands;  that  it  is  now,  and  has 
been  at  all  times,  ready  and  willing  to  pay  such  costs,  and 
has  so  advised  the  United  States,  but  is  unable  to  repay  such 
costs  until  the  United  States  shall  determine  what  lands  are 
granted  to  it.  That  the  lands  have  not  been  certified  or 
patented  to  plaintiff,  and  that  the  United  States  have  failed 
and  refused  to  certify  said  lands,  or  to  certify  any  lands  in 
Gallatin  County  to  plaintiff,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  claimed 
that  said  lands  are  mineral,  and  are  excepted  from  the  grant, 
and  that  the  question  whether  the  title  to  said  lands  passed 
to  plaintiff  under  said  grant,  and  plaintiff's  compliance  there- 
with, is  now  in  controversy  and  pending  before  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  Office  and  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.  That  this  failure  to  certify  or  patent  these  lands  is 
solely  because  of  their  non-identification  as  granted  lands. 
That  the  lands  granted  by  said  act  of  Congress  to  plaintiff 
in  said  county  have  never  been  segregated  from  the  public 
lands,  or  identified,  and  the  boundaries  of  the  specific  lands 
granted  have  never  been  ascertained  or  determined. 

"That  plaintiff  has  no  other  jnght,  title,  claim,  interest, 
property  or  possession  of,  in  or  to  said  lands  described  in  the 
complaint,  than  such  right,  title,  claim,  interest,  property  or 
possession,  as  it  obtained  under  said  act  of  July  2,  1864. 

"  That  in  1889,  the  county  officers  of  Gallatin  County  as- 
sessed these  lands  to  plaintiff  and  proceeded  to  levy  taxes 
thereon,  and  defendant,  the  county  treasurer,  having  advertised 
the  same  for  sale  in  satisfaction  of  these  taxes,  is  about  to  sell 
them.'' 

The  complaint  alleged  that  a  sale  would  greatly  impair  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  and  to  the  lands,  and  cloud  its  title 
thereto,  and  cause  a  multiplicity  of  suits  with  reference  to 
such  title,  etc.    The  defendant  demurred  on  the  ground  that 
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the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  which  demurrer  was  sustained,  and,  plaintiff 
electing  to  stand  on  the  complaint,  judgment  was  entered  in 
favor  of  defendant.  From  this  judgment  plaintiff  appealed 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  by  which  it  was  affirmed. 
10  Montana,  90.  Thereupon  plaintiff  sued  out  this  writ  of 
error. 

Mr.  James  McNaught  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  F.  M. 
Dudley  filed  a  brief  for  same. 

Mr,  W.  W.  Dixon  for  defendant  in  error,  submitted  on  his 
brief ;  on  which  were  also  Mr.  H.  J.  BasJeeU,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  the  State  of  Montana,  Mr.>H.  C.  CochriU^  and  Mr.  Mia 
L.  KnowXea. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Fullbb,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

The  ground  upon  which  it  was  asserted  that  these  lands 
were  not  subject  to  taxation  was  that  they  had  not  been 
identified  as  lands  passing  to  the  plaintiff  under  its  grant, 
because  the  United  States  had  refused  to  certify  them,  and 
held  them  suspended  ^'  for  the  reason  that  it  is  claimed  that 
such  lands  are  mineral  and  are  excepted  from  the  grant  to  the 
plaintiff."  It  was  said  in  Wi%oon%in  Central  Railroad  v.  Prioe^ 
133  U.  S.  496,  505,  that  "  he  who  has  the  right  to  property, 
and  is  not  excluded  from  its  enjoyment,  shall  not  be  permitted 
to  use  the  legal  title  of  the  government^ to  avoid  hjp  just  share 
of  state  taxation,"  and  plaintiff  does  not  state  whether  all  or 
any  part  of  the  lands  are  mineral  or  non-mineraL  If  the  legal 
or  equitable  title  to  the  lands  or  any  of  them  was  in  the 
plaintiff,  then  it  was  liable  for  the  taxes  on  all  or  some  of 
them,  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  title  might  be  in  controversy 
would  not  appear  in  itself  to  furnish  sufficient  reason  why 
plaintiff  should  not  determine  whether  the  lands  or  some  of 
them  were  worth  paying  taxes  on  or  not ;  but  the  ground 
upon  which  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Montana 
proceeded  was  this :  The  22d  section  of  the  statute  of  Montana, 
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entitled  "  An  act  to  provide  for  the  levy  of  taxes  and  assess- 
ment of  property,"  (Laws  Mont.,  Ex.  Sess.  15th  Leg.  Ass.,  188Y, 
82,  92,)  provided : 

"  The  board  of  county  commissioners  of  each  county  shall 
constitute  a  board  for  the  correction  of  the  assessment  roll 
and  the  equalization  of  assessed  value  of  property,  and  on  the 
third  Monday  in  the  month  of  September,  of  each  year,  said 
board  shall  meet  at  the  office  of  the  county  clerk,  at  the 
county  seat,  and  may  adjourn  from  time  to  time  as  deemed 
necessary.  Public  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  meeting 
of  said  board  shaU  be  given  by  the  county  clerk  by  publication 
for  at  least  two  successive  weeks,  in  a  newspaper  published  in 
said  county,  if  there  be  one,  otherwise  by  notices  posted  in 
five  public  places  immediately  prior  to  the  meeting  of  said 
board  of  equalization ;  but  no  notice  of  an  adjourned  meeting 
of  said  board  shall  bfe  required.  Any  person  feeling  aggrieved 
by  any  valuation,  or  amount  of  property  listed,  or  by  any 
other  fact  appearing  on  such  assessment,  may  apply  to  such 
board  for  the  correction  thereof,  and  if,  in  the  opinion  of  said 
board,  any  valuation  is  too  high  or  too  low,  as  compared  with 
other  valuations,  by  the  assessor,  of  similar  classes  of  property, 
it  may  equalize  the  same ;  but  if  such  equalization  results  in 
any  increase,  the  party  affected  thereby  shall  be  given  reason- 
able notice  of  the  intention  to  increase  such  valuation,  with 
opportunity  to  appear,  which  notice  may  be  sent  by  mail, 
with  postage  thereon  prepaid.  If  any  person  returned  as 
refusing  to  render  a  list  or  to  be  sworn  thereto  can  show  good 
cause  therefor,  the  penalty  provided  may  be  remitted." 

The  court  held  that  under  this  section  plaintiff  had  an  ample 
legal  remedy  which  it  was  obliged  to  exhaust  before  the 
equitable  powers  of  the  court  could  be  resorted  to,  and,  as 
upon  the  face  of  the  bill  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
applied  to  the  board  of  equalization  of  Gallatin  County  for 
the  correction  or  abatement  of  the  assessment,  that  no  juris- 
diction existed  under  the  complaint  to  grant  the  injunction. 
It  is  contended,  on  the  other  hand,  that  where  taxes  are  levied 
upon  property  which  is  by  law  exempt  from  taxation,  the 
statutory  remedy  by  application  to  a  board  of  review  is  only 
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cumulative  and  that  the  taxpayer  may  at  his  election  seek  his 
remedy  by  injunction  in  the  first  instance.  But  it  was  for  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Montana  to  determine  whether  the  statute 
was  exclusive  and  whether  plaintiff  came  within  its  terms  or 
not,  and  its  action  in  that  regard  raises  no  Federal  question 
for  our  consideration.  It  is  argued  that  the  opinion  in  effect 
decides  that,  under  the  statute,  the  State  of  Montana  has  a 
right  to  assess  and  levy  taxes  upon  the  lands  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  if  no  application  is  made  to  the  board  of 
equalization,  the  sale  of  such  public  lands  cannot  be  restrained. 
The  plaintiff,  however,  in  no  respect  represented  the  dnited 
States,  and  an  injunction  cannot  be  granted  to  private  individ- 
uals to  avert  the  sale  for  taxes  of  the  property  of  others^ 
whether  exempt  from  taxation  or  not. 
The  writ  of  error  must  be 

*  Dismiaaed. 
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BBBOB  TO    THB  CIBCUIT  OOUBT    OF  THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB  THE 
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No.  1062.    Sobmitted  March  5, 18M.  —  Decided  May  26, 1804. 

An  Indictment  for  murder  which  charges  that  the  offence  was  committed  on 
board  of  an  American  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  sufficiently  avers  the  locality  of  the  offence. 

An  indictment  which  charges  that  A,  B,  and  C,  acting  jointly,  killed  and 
murdered  D,  is  sufficient  to  authorize  the  conviction  of  one,  though  the 
others  may  be  acquitted. 

A  charge  in  an  indictment  that  the  accused  did  then  and  there,  piratically, 
wilfully,  feloniously,  and  with  malice  aforethought,  strike  and  beat  the 
said  D,  then  and  there  giving  to  said  D  several  grievous,  damaging,  and 
mortal  wounds,  and  did  then  and  there,  to  wit,  at  the  time  and  place  last 
above  mentioned,  him,  the  said  D,  cast  and  throw  from  and  out  of  the  said 
vessel  into  the  sea,  and  plunge,  sink,  and  drown  him,  the  said  D,  in  the 
sea  aforesaid,  sufficiently  charges  that  the  throwing  into  the  sea  was 
done  wilfully,  feloniously,  and  with  malice  aforethought. 

An  indictment  being  found  after  the  trial  jury  had  been  properly  discharged, 
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the  court  may  order  a  venire  to  issne  for  persons  to  serve  as  jurors,  and 
may  further  direct  the  marshal  to  summon  talesmen. 

Rule  63  of  the  court  below  is  not  inconsistent  with  any  settled  principle 
of  criminal  law,  and  does  not  interfere  with  the  selection  of  impartial 
juries. 

Circumstances  attending  a  particular  transaction  under  inyestigatlon  by 
a  jury,  if  so  interwoven  with  each  other  and  with  the  principal  facts 
that  they  cannot  well  be  separated  without  depriving  the  jury  of  proof 
that  is  essential  in  order  to  reach  a  just  conclusion,  are  admissible  in 
evidence. 

On  the  trial  under  an  indictment  charging  that  A,  B,  and  C,  acting  jointly, 
killed  and  murdered  D,  without  charging  that  they  were  coH^onsplrators, 
evidence  of  the  acts  of  B  and  C  are  admissible  against  A,  if  part  of  the 
res  gesta. 

A  party  may  show  that  the  testimony  of  one  of  his  witnesses  has  taken 
him  by  surprise,  and  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  examination  of  him  pre- 
paratoiv  to  the  trial,  or  to  what  the  party  had  reason  to  believe  that  the 
witness  would  testify;  or  that  the  witness  had  been  recently  brought 
under  the  influence  of  the  other  party  and  had  deceived  the  party  call- 
ing him. 

The  certificate  of  the  vessel's  registry  and  proof  that  she  carried  the  flag 
of  the  United  States  were  properly  admitted  on  the  trial  of  this  case, 
and  established  a  prima  facie  case  of  proper  registry  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  of  the  nationality  of  the  vessel  and  its  owners. 

When  no  exception  is  taken  on  the  trial  of  a  person  accused  of  crime  to 
the  action  of  the  court  below  on  a  particular  matter,  that  action  is  not 
subject  to  review  here,  although  the  statutes  and  practice  of  the  State  in 
which  the  trial  takes  place  provide  otherwise. 

In  criminal  proceedings  all  parts  of  the  record  must  be  interpreted 
together,  so  as  to  give  effect  to  every  part,  if  possible,  and  a  deficiency 
in  one  part  may  be  supplied  by  what  appears  elsewhere  in  the  record. 

Ih  February,  1893,  the  grand  jury,  empanelled  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Cali- 
fornia, returned  into  that  court  an  indictment  charging  that 
Thomas  St.  Clair,  Herman  Sparf,  and  Hans  Hansen,  mariners, 
late  of  that  district,  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1893,  with 
force  and  arms,  on  the  high  seas,  and  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States,  and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any 
particular  State  of  the  United  States,  in  and  on  board  of  an 
American  vessel,  the  bark  Hesper,  belonging  to  a  citizen  or 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  whose  name  or  names  are  or 
were  to  the  grand  jurors  unknown,  did,  with  a  certain  instru- 
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ment  or  weapon,  (the  character  and  name  of  which  were  to 
the  grand  jury  unknown,)  then  and  there  held  in  the  hands  of 
one  of  the  defendants,  (but  of  which  particular  one  was  to  the 
grand  jurors  unknown,)  "  then  and  there  piratically,  wilfully, 
feloniously,  and  with  malice  aforethought  strike  and  beat  the 
said  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  then  and  there  giving  to  the  said 
Maurice  Fitzgerald  several  grievous,  dangerous,  and  mortal 
wounds,  and  did  then  and  there,  to  wit,  at  the  time  and  place 
last  above  mentioned,  him  the  said  Maurice  Fitzgerald  cast 
and  throw  from  and  out  of  the  said  vessel  into  the  sea,  and 
plunge,  sink,  and  drown  him  the  said  Maurice  Fitzgerald  in 
the  sea  aforesaid ;  of  which  said  mortal  wounds,  casting, 
throwing,  plunging,  sinking,  and  drowning  the  said  Maurice 
Fitzgerald  in  and  upon  the  high  seas  aforesaid,  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  any  particular  State  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
then  and  there  instantly  died. 

^'  And  the  grand  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid, 
do  say,  that  by  reason  of  the  casting  and  throwing  the  said 
Maurice  Fitzgerald  in  the  sea  as  aforesaid,  they  cannot 
describe  the  said  mortal  wounds  or  the  character  and  nature 
of  said  weapon  or  instrument.  And  so  the  grand  jurors  afore- 
said, upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  say  that  the  said  Thomas 
St.  Clair,  Herman  Sparf,  and  Hans  Hansen,  him  the  said 
Maurice  Fitzgerald  at  the  time  and  place  as  aforesaid,  upon 
the  high  seas  as  aforesaid,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  par- 
ticular State  of  the  United  States  of  America,  in  and  upon  the 
said  American  vessel,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  of  the  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction of  the  said  United  States  of  America  and  of  this  court, 
in  the  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  piratically,  wilfully,  felo- 
niously, and  with  malice  aforethought,  did  kill  and  murder, 
against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
and  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  of  the  said  United 
States  of  America,  in  such  case  made  and  provided." 

It  was  also  averred  that  the  Northern  District  of  California 
was  the  district  into  which  St.  Clair,  Sparf,  and  Hansen  were 
first  brought  after  committing  said  offence. 

The  indictment  was  based  upon  section  5339  of  the  Bevised 
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Statutes,  providing  among  other  things  that  ^' every  person 
who  commits  murder  .  .  .  upon  the  high  seas  or  in  any  arm 
of  the  sea,  or  in  any  river,  haven,  creek,  basin,  or  bay  within 
the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States, 
and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State ;  or  who, 
upon  any  such  waters,  maliciously  strikes,  stajbs,  wounds, 
poisons,  or  shoots  at  any  other  person,  of  which  striking, 
stabbing,  wounding,  poisoning,  or  shooting  such  other  person 
dies,  either  on  land  or  at  sea,  Avithin  or  without  the  United 
States,  shall  suffer  death." 

On  motion  of  the  district  attorney  the  indictment  was  re- 
mitted for  trial  to  the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  defendants 
were  arraigned  and  severally  pleaded  not  guilty.  Rev.  Stat. 
§  1039. 

Subsequently  the  pleas  of  not  guilty  were  withdrawn  and 
the  defendants  jointly  demurred  to  the  indictment  upon  these 
grounds :  1.  That  it  did  not  state  facts  constituting  a  public 
offence.  2.  That  it  was  uncertain  in  not  showing  upon  what 
portion  of  the  high  seas  the  alleged  offence  was  committed 
or  which  one  of  the  defendants  committed  the  alleged  assault, 
or  whether  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  committed  any  of 
the  acts  alleged  against  them. 

The  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  the  defendants  being 
again  arraigned  pleaded  not  guilty. 

A  motion  for  a  separate  trial  of  the  defendants  was  made 
and  granted,  and  the  trial  of  St.  Clair  was  had  separately. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  trial  the  accused  challenged  the 
panel  of  the  trial  jurors  and  the  challenge  was  denied. 

The  facts  in  reference  to  the  challenging  of  jurors  are  as 
follows : 

On  the  1st  day  of  February,  1893,  a  day  of  the  term  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  commencing  November  28,  1892,  an  order  was 
made  and  entered  directing  a  venire  to  issue  summoning  fifty 
persons  to  serve  as  trial  jurors,  returnable  February  14,  1893. 
Pursuant  to  that  order  a  venire  containing  fifty  names  drawn 
from  the  regular  jury  box  of  the  court  was  issued  for  those 
persons  to  act  as  petit  or  trial  jurors.  At  the  time  of  the 
drawing  there  were  at  least  three  hundred  names  in  the  jury 
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box,  but  of  those  a  part  were  names  remaining  after  previous-, 
drawings  at  former  terms  of  the  court,  and  the  others  were 
names  placed  therein  by  the  proper  officers  just  previous  to 
the  drawing  of  said  venire  to  make  the  whole  number  of 
names  up  to  and  including  the  full  number  of  three  hundred. 
The  persons  whose  names  were  contained  in  that  venire  were 
duly  summoned  and  appeared  on  the  14th  day  of  February, 
1893,  with  the  exception  of  three,  who  had  in  the  meantime 
been  excused  by  the  court.  Thereafter,  on  the  2d  day  of 
March,  1893,  a  day  of  the  term  commencing  on  the  1st  Mon- 
day of  February,  1893,  the  following  order  was  made  and 
caused  to  be  entered :  "  There  being  no  further  business  to- 
be  brought  before  them  it  is  ordered  that  the  trial  jury 
of  said  Circuit  Court,  for  the  present  February  term  thereof^ 
be  discharged  and  paid  for  their  attendance."  On  the  6th 
day  of  May,  1893,  the  indictment  against  St.  Clair,  Sparf,  and 
Hansen  was,  as  already  stated,  remitted  to  the  Circuit  Court 
from  the  District  Court. 

On  the  29th  day  of  May,  1893,  a  day  of  the  February  term, 
after  the  discharge  of  the  regular  jury  for  the  term,  the  court 
entered  an  order  directing  a  venire  to  issue  for  fifty  persons 
to  serve  as  trial  jurors,  and  returnable  on  Wednesday,  June  7, 
1893.  Pursuant  to  that  order  a  venire  containing  the  names 
of  fifty  persons  drawn  from  the  regular  jury  box  of  the  court 
was  issued  for  those  persons  to  serve  as  trial  jurors  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  and  to  appear  on  the  7th  day  of  June,  1893.  At 
the  time  of  the  drawing  last  mentioned  there  were  at  least 
three  hundred  names  in  the  jury  box,  but  of  those  a  part 
were  names  remaining  after  the  last  drawing,  and  the  others 
were  names  placed  therein  by  the  proper  oflScers  just  pre- 
vious to  the  drawing  of  the  last-mentioned  venire  to  bring 
the  whole  number  in  the  jury  box  up  to  three  hundred.  The 
persons  whose  names  were  contained  in  the  last-mentioned 
venire  (such  as  were  summoned  and  not  excused)  appeared 
and  attended  the  court  in  obedience  to  its  summons.  There- 
after on  June  14,  1893,  a  day  in  the  February  term,  the  circuit 
judge  presiding,  the  case  against  St.  Clair  was  called  for  trial. 

The  defendant  challenged   and  objected  to  the    general 
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venire  and  panel  of  jurors  on  the  ground  that  the  regular 
venire  of  jurors  for  the  term  had  been  discharged,  and  that 
the  court  had  exhausted  its  powers  to  summon  a  jury  to  act 
during  the  term  after  the  order  for  a  jury  of  February  1, 1893, 
and  the  order  discharging  the  jury  of  the  2d  of  March,  1893 ; 
and  on  the  further  ground  that  the  statutes  had  not  been 
complied  with  in  summoning  jurors,  and  that  at  the  time  of 
the  drawing  of  the  names  of  jurors  the  jury  box  had  not  been 
refilled  with  three  hundred  new  names,  but  a  portion  of  the 
names  therein  were  names  remaining  after  previous  drawings. 
The  court  overruled  the  objection  and  denied  the  challenge, 
to  which  rulings  of  the  court  the  defendant  objected. 

Thereupon  twelve  persons  who  had  been  drawn  and  sum- 
moned as  aforesaid  were  regularly  called  into  the  jury  box, 
but  before  being  sworn  to  answer  questions  touching  their 
qualifications,  the  attorneys  for  the  defendant  objected  to  and 
challenged  the  panel  thus  called  on  the  ground  urged  against 
the  general  venire.  The  court  overruled  the  objection  and 
denied  the  challenge,  to  which  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  jurors  were  then  sworn  to  answer  questions  touching 
their  qualifications  to  serve  as  jurors.  After  the  first  juror 
had  been  examined  as  to  his  qualifications  and  passed  by  the 
United  States  and  the  defendant  for  cause,  the  court  an- 
nounced that  the  juror  must  be  sworn  to  try  the  case,  unless 
challenged  by  the  United  States  or  the  defendant,  and  that 
this  rule  would  be  enforced  as  to  each  subsequent  juror.  The 
defendant  claimed  the  right  to  examine  all  of  the  jurors  as  to 
their  qualifications  before  exercising  the  peremptory  challenge, 
and  excepted  to  the  ruling  announced  by  the  court. 

The  defendant  challenged  each  separate  juror  after  he 
entered  the  box  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  had  not  been 
properly  drawn  as  hereinbefore  stated,  which  challenge  was 
denied  by  the  court,  and  the  several  rulings  of  the  court  were 
excepted  to  by  him. 

The  names  of  jurors  summoned  having  become  exhausted, 
after  only  eight  had  been  examined,  accepted,  and  sworn,  the 
court  ordered  25  talesmen  to  be  summoned  for  June  15,  1893, 
to  serve  as  trial  jurors  in  the  cause.    On  that  day  the  defend- 
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ants  objected  to  the  last-mentioned  venire,  and  to  the  tales- 
men, on  the  grounds  offered  to  the  original  general  venire  or 
panel.  This  objection  and  challenge  were  overruled  by  the 
court,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant  also  objected  and  challenged  the  talesmen 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  jury  regularly  summoned  to 
be  filled  by  talesmen,  and  that  the  talesmen  had  not  been 
summoned  in  conformity  to  law.  This  objection  was  over- 
ruled, and  he  excepted. 

The  defendant  also  objected  to  each  separate  talesman  after 
he  entered  the  box  and  was  sworn,  upon  the  grounds  last 
mentioned,  and  the  objection  was  overruled,  to  which  be 
excepted. 

After  a  jury  of  twelve  had  been  empanelled  and  sworn  to 
try  the  case,  the  same  objection  was  repeated  to  the  entire 
panel  sworn  to  try  the  case,  and  the  objection  having  been 
overruled,  an  exception  was  taken. 

The  material  facts  disclosed  by  the  evidence  are  so  fully 
and  accurately  stated  in  the  brief  on  behalf  of  the  govern- 
ment that  we  adopt  the  statement  of  the  Assistant  Attorney 
General,  as  follows : 

^^The  Hesper  was  making  the  voyage  from  Australia  to 
Honolulu.  It  left  Newcastle  on  the  22d  of  December,  1892, 
with  a  crew  consisting  of  fourteen  persons.  The  ship's  crew 
was  divided  into  two  watches,  one  called  the  starboard  watch, 
which  is  the  captain's  watch ;  the  other  called  the  port  watch, 
which  is  the  mate's  watch.  The  watches  consisted  of  four 
hours  at  a  time,  except  the  afternoon  watch,  from  4  to  8 
o'clock,  which  is  divided  into  two  watches  of  two  hours  each. 
The  watches  relieve  each  other  every  four  hours.  The  man 
at  the  wheel  strikes  a  bell  for  the  watch  to  come  on  deck  at 
12,  4,  and  8  o'clock.  A  watch  is  always  called  before  8  bells, 
which  means  12  o'clock,  8  o'clock,  and  4  o'clock.  Every  half 
hour  is  one  bell.  The  seamen  call  each  other  and  the  officers 
call  the  officers.  When  one  watch  is  performing  duty  the 
other  Avatph  is  supposed  to  be  sleeping  during  the  day  or 
night.  On  the  13th  day  of  January,  1893,  the  starboard 
watch  consisted  of    Maurice   Fitzgerald,  the  second  mate; 
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Thomas  St.  Clair,  Hermaa  Sparf,  Hans  Hansen,  and  Edwin 
Larsen.  The  port  watch  consisted  of  John  Lucas,  first  mate ; 
Thomas  Green,  Jens  Olsen,  Henry  Westerlind,  and  Pandy 
Secaria. 

"On  the  night  of  the  13th  of  January,  1893,  John  Lucas, 
the  first  mate,  was  called  out  at  about  five  minutes  to  12 
o'clock,  by  Herman  Sparf.  He  dressed,  and  as  he  was  going 
on  deck  eight  bells  struck  for  12  o'clock.  He  walked  rapidly 
to  the  man  at  the  wheel  and  asked  where  the  second  mate  was. 
He  called  for  him  and  received  no  answer.  He  went  to  the 
captain's  cabin  and  reported  that  he  could  not  find  the  sec- 
ond mate.  The  captain  came  on  deck  and  inquired  of  the 
starboard  watch,  which  had  been  on  duty  from  8  to  12 
o'clock,  if  they  knew  where  the  second  mate  was  who  had 
charge  of  their  watch;  to  his  inquiry  he  received  no  reply. 
The  carpenter  was  called  on  deck,  and  the  search  for  the 
second  mate  was  continued.  The  starboard  watch,  which 
had  gone  off  duty  at  12  o'clock,  had  gone  below  and  was 
called  again  to  the  deck  by  the  mate,  and  was  not  permitted 
to  go  to  their  bunks  to  sleep,  but  was  required  to  remain  on 
deck  and  go  aft.  The  deck  of  the  vessel  was  loaded  with 
coal  about  ten  or  twelve  feet  high.  The  top  of  it  was  floored 
over  with  some  hard  wood  and  on  top  of  that  a  deck  was  laid 
of  two-inch  planking. 

"About  twenty  minutes  past  12  o'clock  the  captain  dis- 
covered blood  on  the  deck;  about  seven  or  eight  feet  from 
the  mainmast  one  spot  of  blood  was  about  two  and  a  half 
feet  long.  The  next  morning  there  was  found  on  the  edge  of 
the  gangway  a  narrow  strip  of  scalp  with  a  small  piece  of 
hair  stuck  together  by  blood  attached  to  it.  The  hair  was 
black,  tinged  with  gray,  and  was  recognized  by  the  captain  as 
the  hair  of  the  second  mate  who  was  missing.  There  was 
also  found  a  broom  covered  with  blood  alongside  the  ladder ; 
and  beneath  the  bunk  of  St.  Clair,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  there 
was  found  a  hatchet,  which  was  greasy;  and  on  the  deck, 
near  to  where  the  blood  was  seen,  there  was  found  a  wooden 
bludgeon.  After  the  captain  discovered  the  blood  he  called 
the  starboard  watch  into  the  cabin.    He  saw  blood  on  one  of 
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the  cheeks  of  Herman  Sparf.  The  men  all  said  they  oould 
not  account  for  the  blood  on  the  deck ;  that  they  had  heard 
nothing  during  their  watch  from  8  to  12.  Herman  Sparf 
said  that  he  had  seen  the  second  mate  go  up  the  fore  rigging, 
but  had  not  seen  him  come  down.  The  captain  sent  them  to 
their  bunks  to  go  to  sleep. 

"Edward  Larsen,  a  member  of  the  starboard  watch, 
relieved  St.  Clair  at  the  wheel  at  10  o'clock;  the  second 
mate  was  then  close  by  the  wheel  when  relieved  by  Larsen. 
St.  Clair  went  forward  on  the  deck.  At  that  time  the  mate 
was  aft.  St.  Clair  returned  and  told  the  mate  that  some- 
thing was  carried  away,  and  he  went  forward  and  the  mate 
followed  him.  It  was  very  dark  at  the  time  and  that  was  the 
last  Larsen  saw  of  the  second  mate.  Shortly  after  St.  Clair 
and  the  second  mate  went  forward  Larsen  heard  a  dog  bark 
and  a  man  '  holler.'  At  half-past  10  Captain  Sodergren  and 
his  wife,  who  were  together  in  the  cabin,  heard  the  dog  bark 
and  two  sounds  like  a  human  voice  in  distress.  The  barking 
of  the  dog  and  the  sound  of  the  voice  were  heard  also  by 
John  Langlais,  the  ship's  carpenter,  and  M.  P.  Luck,  the 
steward,  but  they  only  fix  it  between  8  and  12  o'clock. 
Herman  Sparf,  who  was  of  the  starboard  watch  and  whose 
place  was  on  deck,  came  to  the  forecastle,  where  the  port 
watch  were  sleeping,  and  called  Jens  Olsen  at  a  quarter  to 
11  o'clock  to  give  them  a  hand  to  throw  the  captain  over- 
board. And  about  the  same  time  he  woke  up  Thomas  Green 
and  said  something  to  him  which  Green  could  not  understand. 
Green  went  on  deck  in  his  underclothing ;  as  he  was  going 
on  the  starboard  side  he  saw  Hansen  with  a  broom  in  his 
hand,  and  when  he  went  on  the  deck-load  he  found  St.  Clair, 
Hansen,  and  Herman  Sparf  standing  there.  He  said  to 
St.  Clair :  *  What's  the  matter,  what's  the  news  ? '  St.  Clair 
said :  ^  We  want  you  to  give  us  a  hand  to  throw  the  old  man 
overboard,'  referring  to  the  captain.  So  I  says : '  How  are 
you  going  to  get  him  on  deck  ? '  and  he  says :  ^  One  of  us  will 
let  go  the  peak  halyards  and  one  of  us  will  go  around  to  the 
wheel,  and  when  he  comes  on  deck  then  will  be  the  time  to 
do  away  with  him.'    So  I  says :  '  Where's  the  second  mate  ? ' 
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He  says :  ^  He  has  gone  overboard ;  can't  you  see  the  blood 
on  the  deck  ? '  So  St.  Clair  says :  '  What  do  you  say  ? '  and 
I  says :  '  Wait  until  I  go  and  put  a  pair  of  pants  on.' 

"  Jens  Olsen  did  not  go  on  deck  when  called  by  Sparf  at 
a  quarter  to  11,  and  did  not  see  St.  Clair  until  he  went  on 
•deck  at  12  o'clock,  when  he  saw  him  walking  on  ihe  deck- 
load  on  the  starboard  side,  aft  of  the  mainmast. 

"  The  hatchet,  which  was  found  under  the  bunk  of  St.  Clair, 
was  identified  by  Hong,  the  cook,  as  the  one  which  St.  Clair 
had  borrowed  from  him  at  half-past  6  o'clock  the  evening 
before,  to  cut  wood  with. 

^^At  half -past  10  o'clock,  on  the  night  of  the  homicide, 
;St.  Clair  had  on  a  blue  serge  coat,  buttoned  up,  at  the  time 
he  came  back  to  the  wheel  and  told  the  mate  that  something 
had  been  carried  away,  and  he  and  the  mate  went  forward 
together.  When  Captain  Sodergren  saw  St.  Clair  on  the 
deck,  helping  the  mate  to  light  the  lamp,  about  a  quarter 
after  12  o'clock,  he  had  only  a  shirt  on  —  a  gray  shirt ;  the 
captain  saw  no  blood  on  it,  and  he  went  into  the  forecastle 
to  discover  whether  there  was  blood  on  the  men's  clothing. 
Pandy  Secaria  had  left  St.  Clair  at  the  wheel  about  9  o'clock 
that  night ;  he  saw  him  next  after  12  o'clock,  when  the  first 
mate  was  inquiring:  Where  is  the  second  mate?  He  saw 
him  again  a  few  minutes  later,  after  the  starboard  watch  had 
gone  below,  coming  out  of  the  forecastle;  he  had  changed 
his  clothes ;  he  had  got  a  shirt  on  and  no  pants ;  he  jumped 
inside  the  forecastle ;  he  had  a  bundle  of  clothes  in  his  hand 
and  he  chucked  them  overboard. 

"  Thomas  Green  saw  St.  Clair  about  12  o'clock  that  night, 
or  a  little  after,  have  some  clothes  and  throw  some  clothes 
•overboard.  He  had  some  clothes  rolled  up  in  a  bundle  and 
threw  them  overboard  in  front  of  Green.  St.  Clair's  hands  had 
blood  on  them  at  that  time. 

^^  After  the  mate  had  disappeared  that  night,  and  after  St. 
Clair,  Sparf,  and  Hansen  were  placed  in  irons,  Sparf  said  to 
Edward  Xarsen,  in  Swedish,  not  to  say  anything  about  it. 
And  the  same  night  the  plaintiff  in  error,  St.  Clair,  had  said  to 
Thomas  Green,  in  the  forecastle,  *  Say  nothing  about  it,  Tom.' " 
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In  the  progress  of  the  trial  there  were  numerous  exceptions 
by  the  accused  in  respect  to  the  admission  of  evidence. 

The  defendant  asked  but  one  instruction,  which  was  in  these 
words:  ^^Manslaughter  is  the  unlawful  killing  of  a  human 
being  without  malice,  express  or  implied,  and  without  any 
mixture  of  deliberation  whatever.  The  jury  are  instructed 
that  under  the  indictment  in  this  case  the  defendant,  St.  Clair, 
may  be  found  guilty  of  manslaughter,  and  if,  after  a  full  and 
careful  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  before  you,  you  be- 
lieve beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  defendant  is  guilty 
of  manslaughter  you  may  so  find  your  verdict."  This  in- 
struction was  refused,  but  no  exception  was  taken  at  the  time 
to  this  action  of  the  court.  The  court  charged  the  jury  upon 
the  law  of  the  case,  saying  among  other  things:  ''Man- 
slaughter is  the  unlawful  killing  of  a  human  being  without 
malice,  either  express  or  implied.  I  do  not  consider  it  neces- 
sary, gentlemen,  to  explain  it  further,  for  if  a  felonious  homi- 
cide has  been  committed  of  which  you  are  to  be  the  judges 
from  the  proof,  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  reduce  it  below 
the  grade  of  murder."  No  exception  was  taken  to  the  charge 
of  the  court  'or  to  any  part  of  it. 

The  jury  returned  the  following  verdict :  "  We,  the  jury, 
find  Thomas  St.  Clair,  the  prisoner  at  the  bar,  guilty."  Upon 
that  verdict  the  defendant,  after  motions  for  new  trial  and  in 
arrest  of  judgment  had  been  overruled,  was  sentenced  to  suffer 
death. 

Mt,  J.  F.  Smith  and  Mr.  F. «/".  Kieres  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Assistant  Attorney  General  Conrad  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Mb.  Justiob  Harlan,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

I.  The  objection,  upon  demurrer,  that  the  indictment  did 
not  sufflciendy  show  on  what  part  of  the  high  seas  the  offence 
charged  was  committed,  is  met  by  the  averment  that  the 
offence  was  committed  on  board  of  an  American  vessel,  on  the 
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high  seas,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  within  the 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State  of  the 
Union.  Nothing  more  was  required  to  show  the  locality  of 
the  offence.  In  United  States  v.  Oihert^  2  Sumner,  19,  86, 
which  was  an  indictment  for  robbery  on  the  high  seas  —  a 
capital  offence  and  piracy  under  the  act  of  1790, 1  Stat.  113, 
c-  9  —  the  point  was  made  that  the  indictment  was  defective 
in  not  stating  th^  particular  place  on  the  high  seas  at  which 
the  robbery  was  committed.  Mr.  Justice  Story  overruled  the 
objection,  observing  that  ^Hhe  averment  in  the  indictment 
that  the  offence  was  committed  on  the  high  seas  within  the 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State,  is  sufficient 
certainty  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  indictment  and  trial,  with- 
out any  other  particular  designation  or  averment  of  the  local- 
ity of  the  offence.  .  .  .  The  doctrine  of  t^^nt^  in  indictments 
at  the  common  law  is  inapplicable  to  cases  of  this  sort.  .  .  . 
The  reason  of  the  common  law  for  laying  the  venue  so  par- 
ticularly in  offences  on  land  does  not  in  any  manner  apply  to 
offences  on  the  high  seas ;  for  no  jury  ever  did  or  could  come 
from  the  visne  or  visinage  on  the  high  seas  to  try  the  cause ; 
and  no  summons  could  issue  for  such  a  purpose." 

Equally  without  merit  is  the  objection  that  the  indictment 
does  not  show  which  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  committed 
the  alleged  assault.  The  indictment  charged  that  the  defend- 
ants St  Clair,  Sparf,  and  Hansen,  acting  jointly,  killed  and 
murdered  Fitzgerald.  The  offence  was  one  which  in  its 
nature  might  be  committed  by  one  or  more  of  the  defend- 
ants. Proof  of  the  guilt  of  either  one  would  have  authorized 
bis  conviction  and  the  acquittal  of  the  others.  Archbold's 
Cr.  Pr.  &  PL  176;  2  State  Trials,  526;  Toung  v.  McKay,  8 
T.  R  98, 105. 

The  only  question  that  could  arise  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  indictment  is  suggested  by  the  words,  '^  and  did  then  and 
there,  to  wit,  at  the  time  and  place  last  above  mentioned,  him, 
the  said  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  cast  and  throw  from  and  out 
of  the  said  vessel  into  the  sea,  and  plunge,  sink,  and  drown 
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him,  the  said  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  in  the  sea  aforesaid."  These 
words,  it  is  said,  do  not  necessarily  import  that  the  casting 
and  throwing  the  deceased  into  the  sea  was  done  wilfully, 
feloniously,  and  with  malice  aforethought  But  they 
cannot  properly  be  separated  from  those  which  show  the 
nature  and  effect  of  the  assault.  The  words  immediately 
preceding  show  that  the  accused  did  ^'  then  and  there 
piratically,  wilfully,  feloniously,  and  with  malice  afore-  . 
thought,  strike  and  beat  the  said  Maurice  Fitzgerald,  then 
and  there  giving  to  the  said  Maurice  Fitzgerald  several 
grievous,  dangerous,  and  mortal  wounds."  The  latter 
words  and  those  first  above  quoted  are  connected  by  the  con- 
junctive ^^and,"  and  should  be  construed  together;  and,  so 
construed,  it  is  clear  that  the  words  "piratically,  wilfully, 
feloniously,  and  with  malice  aforethought"  refer  not  only 
to  the  striking  and  beating  of  the  deceased,  whereby  mortal 
wounds  were  inflicted  upon  him,  but  to  the  casting  and  throw- 
ing of  him  into  the  sea,  whereby  he  was  drowned.  Any 
other  rule  of  construction  would  compel  the  pleader  to  indulge 
in  too  much  repetition.     Heydon^s  Caae^  3  Rep.  7. 

II.  The  objections  made  to  the  jury  were  also  properly 
overruled.  It  was  clearly  competent  /or  the  Circuit  Court 
to  make  the  order  of  March  2,  1893,  discharging  the  trial 
jury  for  that  term,  there  being  no  further  business  to  be 
brought  before  the  court.  The  indictment  having  been  found 
after  the  regular  trial  jury  had  been  discharged,  the  order 
of  May  29, 1893,  directing  a  venire  returnable  June  7, 1893, 
for  fifty  persons  to  serve  as  jurors  was  entirely  proper.  The 
names  of  the  persons  thus  summoned  to  appear  and  who 
appeared  were  drawn  from  the  regular  jury  box,  in  which 
at  the  time  were  at  least  three  hundred  names.  But  the  list 
of  the  whole  body  of  jurors  was  exhausted  when  only  eight 
jurors  had  been  accepted.  Thereupon  the  marshal  was 
directed  to  sunmion,  and  did  summon,  twenty-five  talesmen. 
All  this  was  in  conformity  to  law.  By  section  804  of  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  it  is  provided  that  "when, 
from  challenges  or  otherwise,  there  is  not  a  petit  jury  to 
determine  any  civil  or  criminal  cause,  the  marshal  or  his 
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deputy  shall,  by  order  of  the  court  in  which  such  defect  of 
jurors  happens,  return  jurymen  from  the  bystanders  sufficient 
to  complete  the  panel."  And  this  section  was  neither  ex- 
pressly, nor  by  implication,  repealed  by  the  act  of  June  30, 
1879,  c.  52,  §  2,  21  Stat.  43;  nor  did  that  act  "touch  the 
power  of  the  court  whenever,  at  the  time  of  forming  a  jury 
to  try  a  particular  case,  the  panel  of  jurors  previously  sum- 
moned according  to  law  is  found  for  any  reason  to  have  been 
exhausted,  call  in  talesmen  from  the  bystanders  to  supply 
the  deficiency."  Lovejay  v.  United  States^  128  TJ.  S.  171, 
173. 

III.  By  Rule  63  of  the  court  below,  it  is  provided  that  "  in 
all  criminal  trials  the  designation,  empanelling,  and  challeng- 
ing of  jurors  shall  conform  to  the  laws  of  this  State  existing  at 
the  time,  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  acts  of  Congress 
or  the  rules  of  this  court ;  but  a  juror  shall  be  challenged, 
or  accepted  and  sworn,  in  the  case  as  soon  as  his  examination 
is  completed,  and  before  the  examination  of  another  juror." 

This  rule  was  enforced  at  the  trial  of  this  case.  After  the 
first  juror  was  examined  as  to  his  qualifications,  the  court 
announced  that  he  must  be  sworn  to  try  the  case,  unless 
challenged  by  one  party  or  the  other  —  the  accused  claiming 
the  right  to  examine  all  the  jurors  as  to  their  qualifications 
before  being  required  to  exercise  his  privilege  of  peremptory 
challenge  as  to  any  of  them. 

This  general  subject  was  carefully  considered  in  Lewis  v. 
United  States,  146  U.  S.  379,  and  in  Pointer  v.  United  States^ 
151  U.  S.  396,  407,  410,  411.  Referring  to  section  800  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  and  the  act  of  June  30,  1879,  c.  52,  21  Stat. 
43,  44,  we  said  in  the  latter  case :  ''  There  is  nothing  in  these 
provisions  sustaining  the  objection  made  to  the  mode  in 
which  the  trial  jury  was  formed.  In  respect  to  the  qualifica- 
tions and  exemptions  of  jurors  to  serve  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  the  state  laws  are  controlling.  But  Congress 
has  not  made  the  laws  and  usages  relating  to  the  designation 
and  empanelling  of  jurors  in  the  respective  state  courts  ap- 
plicable to  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  except  as  the 
latter  shall  by  general  standing  rule  or  by  special  order  in 
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a  particular  case  adopt  the  state  practice  in  that  regard. 
Onited  States  v.  ShacHefordy  18  How.  588 ;  United  States  v. 
Richardson^  28  Fed.  Rep.  61,  69."  "In  the  absence  of  such 
rule  or  order,"  it  was  further  said,  "  the  mode  of  designating 
and  empanelling  jurors  for  the  trial  of  cases  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  is  within  the  control  of  those  courts,  sub- 
ject only  to  the  restrictions  Congress  has  prescribed,  and  also, 
to  such  limitations  as  are  recognized  by  the  settled  principles 
of  criminal  law  to  be  essential  in  securing  impartial  juries 
for  the  trial  of  offences.  ...  In  some  jurisdictions  the 
mode  pursued  in  the  challenging  of  jurors  is  for  the  accused 
and  the  government  to  make  their  peremptory  challenges  as 
each  juror,  previously  ascertained  to  be  qualified  and  not  sub- 
ject to  be  challenged  for  cause,  is  presented  for  challenge 
or  acceptance.  But  it  is  not  essential  that  this  mode  should 
be  adopted."  Keferring  to  certain  observations  of  Chief 
Justice  Tindal  in  Regina  v.  Frost,  9  Car.  &  P.  129, 137,  it  was 
further  said :  "  At  most  in  connection  with  the  report  of  the 
case,  they  tend  to  show  that  the  practice  in  England,  as  in 
some  of  the  States,  was  to  have  the  question  of  peremptory 
challenge  as  to  each  juror,  sworn  on  his  voirdire,  and  found 
to  be  free  from  legal  objection,  determined  as  to  him  before 
another  juror  is  examined  as  to  his  qualifications.  But  there 
is  no  suggestion  by  any  of  the  judges  in  Frosts  case  that  that 
mode  was  the  only  mode  that  could  be  pursued  without 
embarrassing  the  accused  in  the  exercise  of  his  right  of  chal- 
lenge. The  authority  of  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United 
States  to  deal  with  the  subject  of  empanelling  juries  in  crim- 
inal cases  was  recognized  in  Lewis  v.  United  StcUeSy  subject  to 
the  condition  that  such  rules  must  be  adapted  to  secure  all 
the  rights  of  the  accused.     146  U.  S.  378." 

Adhering  to  what  was  said  in  Pointer^ s  case,  that  any  sys- 
tem for  the  empanelling  of  a  jury  that  prevents  or  embarrasses 
the  full,  unrestricted  exercise  by  the  accused  of  his  right  of 
peremptory  challenge,  must  be  condemned,  we  hold  that  the 
rule  adopted  by  the  court  below  is  not  inconsistent  with  any 
settled  principle  of  criminal  law,  nor  does  it  interfere  with 
the  selection  of  impartial  juries. 
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lY.  Exceptions  were  taken,  at  different  stages  of  the  trial, 
to  the  admission,  against  the  objection  of  the  accused,  of  evi- 
dence as  to  the  acts,  appearance,  and  declarations  of  Sparf 
and  Hansen.  These  objections  seem  to  rest  upon  the  general 
ground  that  the  indictment  did  not  charge  St.  Clair,  Sparf, 
and  Hansen  as  coKX>nspirators.  The  evidence  was  not,  for 
that  reason,  to  be  rejected.  St.  Clair,  Sparf,  and  Hansen  were 
charged  jointly  with  having  killed  and  murdered  Fitzgerald. 
The  acts,  appearances,  and  declarations  of  either,  if  part  of 
the  res  gestm^  were  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  presenting 
to  the  jury  an  accurate  view  of  the  situation  as  it  was  at  the 
time  the  alleged  murder  was  committed.  Circumstances  at- 
tending a  particular  transaction  under  investigation  by  a  jury, 
if  so  interwoven  with  each  other  and  with  the  principal  fact 
that  they  cannot  well  be  separated  without  depriving  the 
jury  of  proof  that  is  essential  in  order  to  reach  a  just  conclu- 
sion, are  admissible  in  evidence.  "  These  surrounding  circum- 
stances constituting  part  of  the  res  gestcA^^  Greenleaf  says, 
"  may  always  be  shown  to  the  jury  along  with  the  principal 
fact,  and  their  admissibility  is  determined  by  the  judge 
according  to  the  degree  of  their  relation  to  that  fact,  and 
in  the  exercise  of  his  sound  discretion ;  it  being  extremely 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  bring  this  class  of  cases  within 
the  limits  of  a  more  particular  description."  1  Greenleaf, 
12th  ed.  §  108.  See  also  1  Bishop's  Cr.  Pro.  §§  1083  to  1086. 
"  The  re%  gesUB^'*  Wharton  said,  "  may  be,  therefore,  defined 
as  those  circumstances  which  are  the  undesigned  incidents 
of  a  particular  litigated  act,  and  which  are  admissible  when 
illustrative  of  such  act.  These  incidents  may  be  separated 
from  the  act  by  a  lapse  of  time  more  or  less  appreciable. 
They  may  consist  of  speeches  of  any  one  concerned,  whether 
participant  or  bystander ;  they  may  comprise  things  left  un- 
done as  well  as  things  done.  Their  sole  distinguishing  feature 
is  that  they  should  be  the  necessary  incidents  of  the  litigated 
act ;  necessary  in  this  sense,  that  they  are  part  of  the  imme- 
diate preparations  for  or  emanations  of  such  act,  and  are  not 
produced  by  the  calculating  policy  of  the  actors.  In  other 
words,  they  must  stand  in  immediate  casual  relation  to  the 
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act  —  a  relation  not  broken  by  the  interposition  of  voluntary 
individual  wariness  seeking  to  manufacture  evidence  for  itself. 
Incidents  that  are  thus  immediately  and  unconsciously  asso- 
ciated with  an  act,  whether  such  incidents  are  doings  or 
declarations,  become  in  this  way  evidence  of  the  character 
of  the  act."     1  Wharton  Ev.  §  259,  2d  ed.  1879. 

V.  An  exception  was  taken  to  the  mode  in  which  the  dis- 
trict attorney  was  permitted  to  examine  one  of  the  witnesses 
introduced  by  the  government.  The  attorney  announced  that 
the  answers  of  the  witness  had  taken  him  by  surprise,  and 
asked  that  he  be  permitted  to  put  leading  questions  to  him. 
This  was  allowed,  and  we  cannot  say  that  the  court  in  so 
ruling  committed  error.  In  such  matters  much  must  be  left 
to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  trial  judge  who  sees  the  witness, 
and  can,  therefore,  determine  in  the  interest  of  truth  and  jus- 
tice whether  the  circumstances  justify  leading  questions  to 
be  propounded  to  a  witness  by  the  party  producing  him. 
In  Bastin  v.  CareWj  Ryan  &  Mood.  127,  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Abbott  well  said  that  ^^  in  each  particular  case  there  must  be 
some  discretion  in  the  presiding  judge  as  to  the  mode  in  which 
the  examination  shall  be  conducted  in  order  best  to  answer 
the  purposes  of  justice."  The  rule  is  correctly  indicated  by 
Greenleaf ,  when  he  says :  '^  But  the  weight  of  authority  seems 
in  favor  of  admitting  the  party  to  show  that  the  evidence  has 
taken  him  by  surprise,  and  is  contrary  to  the  examination  of 
the  witness  preparatory  to  the  trial,  or  to  what  the  party  had 
reason  to  believe  he  would  testify,  or  that  the  witness  has 
recently  been  brought  under  the  influence  of  the  other  party 
and  has  deceived  the  party  calling  him.  For,  it  is  said,  that 
this  course  is  necessary  for  his  protection  against  the  contriv- 
ance of  an  artful  witness,  and  that  the  danger  of  its  being 
regarded  by  the  jury  as  substantive  evidence  is  no  greater  in 
such  cases  than  it  is  where  the  contradictory  allegations  are 
proved  by  the  adverse  party."  1  Greenl.  Ev.  12th  ed.  §  444 ; 
Taylor  on  Ev.  6th  ed.  §  1262  a  ;  Regina  v.  Chapman^  8  Oar.  & 
P.  558,  559 ;  Regina  v.  Bail,  8  Car.  &  P.  745 ;  Clarke  v.  Saffery, 
Byan  &  Mood.  126. 

VI.  At  the  trial  below  the  government,  after  identifying 
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by  the  proper  officer  the  original  register  of  the  Hesper, 
which  disclosed  the  names  of  its  owners,  but  not  their  nation- 
ality, introduced  the  same  in  evidence,  and  also  proved  that 
the  vessel  carried  the  American  flag.  There  was  no  direct 
proof  as  to  the  citizenship  or  nationality  of  the  owners,  and 
the  accused  objected  to  this  evidence  as  immaterial  and  in- 
competent. The  objection  was  overruled  and  an  exception 
taken.  The  court  held  the  certificate  of  registration,  and  the 
proof  as  to  the  flag  carried  by  the  vessel,  to  be  competent 
evidence  in  the  case. 

The  statutes  of  the  United  States  provide  that  vessels  built 
in  the  United  States,  and  belonging  wholly  to  citizens  thereof, 
may  be  registered;  that  no  vessel  shall  be  entitled  to  be 
registered,  or,  if  registered,  to  the  benefits  of  registry,  if 
owned  in  whole  or  in  part  by  any  citizen  of  the  United  States 
who  usually  resides  in  a  foreign  country,  during  the  continu- , 
ance  of  such  residence,  unless  he  be  a  consul  of  the  United 
States,  or  an  agent  for  and  partner  in  some  house  of  trade,  or 
copartnership  consisting  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
actually  carrying  on  trade  within  the  United  States ;  and  that 
no  vessel  shsdl  be  entitled  to  be  registered  as  a  vessel  of  the 
United  States,  or,  if  registered,  to  the  benefits  of  registry,  if 
owned  in  whole  or  in  part  by  any  person  naturalized  in  the 
United  States,  and  residing  for  more  than  one  year  in  the 
country  from  which  he  originated,  or  for  more  than  two  years 
in  any  foreign  country,  unless  such  person  be  a  consul  or  other 
public  agent  of  the  United  States.  Rev.  Stat.  §§  4132,  4133, 
4134. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  court  below  did  not  err  in  hold- 
ing that  the  certificate  of  the  vessel's  registry,  and  its  carry- 
ing the  American  flag,  was  admissible  in  evidence,  and  that 
gach  evidence  made,  at  least,  a  prima  fade  case  of  proper 
registry  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  nation- 
ality of  the  vessel  and  its  owners.  "The  purpose  of  a 
register,"  this  court  has  said,  "  is  to  declare  the  nationality  of 
a  vessel  engaged  in  trade  with  foreign  nations,  and  to  enable 
her  to  assert  that  nationality  wherever  found."  The  MoJiawk^ 
3  Wall.  666,  571.    The  object  of  the  above  evidence  was,  no 
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doubt,  to  meet  any  question  that  might  arise  as  to  the  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  the  United  States  to  punish  the  particular 
offence  charged.  If  the  proof  was  unnecessary  for  that  pur- 
pose, it  could  not  have  prejudiced  the  accused.  If  necessary, 
it  vfdb^  prima  facie  sufficient  to  establish  the  nationality  of  the 
vessel.  A  vessel  registered  as  a  vessel  of  the  United  States, 
is,  in  many  respects,  considered  as  a  portion  of  its  territory, 
and  "persons  on  board  are  protected  and  governed  by  the 
laws  of  the  country  to  which  the  vessel  belongs."  1  Kent 
Com.  26. 

YII.  One  of  the  assignments  of  error  questions  the  compe- 
tency of  the  statement  of  the  captain  of  the  vessel  —  admitted 
in  evidence  against  the  objections  of  the  accused  —  that  during 
the  voyage,  and  particularly  on  and  for  several  days  before 
and  after  the  night  Fitzgerald  was  missing,  he  saw  no  vessels. 
This  evidence  was  clearly  competent.  It  bore  upon  the  in- 
quiry whether  Fitzgerald  was  actually  drowned  or  was  alive. 
If  vessels  were  shown  to  have  been  in  sight,  at  or  near  the 
time  of  the  alleged  murder,  the  jury  might  have  been  left  in 
doubt  as  to  whether  he  was  rescued  after  being  thrown  into  ' 
the  sea.  Direct  and  positive  evidence  as  to  the  carpus  delicti 
was  not  required.  Wills  on  Cir.  Ev.  179.  When  the  strict 
rule,  here  claimed,  was  insisted  upon  in  United  States  v.  WU- 
liamsy  1  Cliff.  5,  20,  the  court  expressed  its  approval  of  what 
was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  2  Sumner,  19,  27  —  where 
counsel  contended  that  there  should  be  no  conviction  for 
murder,  unless  the  body  was  actually  found  —  namely,  that 
"  in  cases  of  murder  upon  the  high  seas  the  body  is  rarely,  if 
ever,  found,  and  a  more  complete  encouragement  and  pro- 
tection for  the  worst  offences  of  this  kind  could  not  be  in- 
vented  than  a  rule  of  this  strictness.  It  would  amount  to  a 
universal  condonation  of  all  murders  committed  on  the  high 
seas."  The  rule  is  illustrated  by  ffindmarsh^e  Casey  2  Leach's 
Grown  Cases,  3d  ed.  648,  which  was  an  indictment  for  murder 
upon  the  high  seas.  The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  in  that  case 
contended  that  he  should  be  acquitted  on  the  evidence,  because 
it  was  not  proved  that  the  captain,  the  person  alleged  to  have 
been  murdered,  was  dead,  and  '^as  there  were  nmny  ships 
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and  vessels  near  the  place  where  the  transaction  was  alleged  to 
have  taken  place,  the  probability  was  that  he  was  taken  up 
by  some  of  them  and  was  then  alive."  It  was  left  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether,  upon  the  evidence,  the  deceased  was  not 
killed  before  his  body  was  cast  into  the  sea. 

VIII.  It  is  assigned  for  error  that  the  court  refused  to 
give  the  instruction  asked  by  the  accused  upon  the  subject 
of  manslaughter,  and  said  to  the  jury  that  if  a  felonious  homi- 
cide had  been  committed,  of  which  they  were  to  be  the 
judges  from  the  proof,  there  was  nothing  in  the  case  to 
reduce  it  below  murder. 

As  there  was  no  exception  taken  to  the  action  of  the  court 
in  these  particulars,  the  error  alleged  is  not  subject  to  review, 
Tucker  v.  United  States,  151  U.  S.  164,  170,  unless,  as  the 
accused  contends,  we  are  to  be  controlled,  in  such  matters,  by 
section  1176  of  the  Penal  Code  of  California.  That  section 
provides :  "  When  written  charges  have  been  presented,  given, 
or  refused,  or  when  charges  have  been  taken  down  by  the 
reporter,  the  questions  presented  in  such  charges  need  not  be 
excepted  to  or  embodied  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  but  the  writ- 
ten charges  or  the  report,  with  the  endorsements  showing  the 
action  of  the  court,  form  part  of  the  record,  and  any  error  in 
the  decision  of  the  court  thereon  may  be  taken  advantage  of 
on  appeal  in  like  manner,  as  if  presented  in  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions-" They  also,  by  the  same  code,  form  part  of  the  judg- 
ment roll.    §  1207. 

These  provisions  of  the  Penal  Code  of  California  do  not 
control  the  proceedings  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  sitting  in  that  State.  What  is  necessary  to  be  done 
in  a  Circuit  Court,  even  in  civil  cases,  in  order  that  its  action 
apon  any  particular  question  or  matter  may  be  reviewed  or 
revised  in  this  court,  depends  upon  the  acts  of  Congress  and 
the  rules  of  practice  which  this  court  recognizes  as  essential  in 
the  administration  of  justice.  Such  is  the  result  of  our  decisions. 
Rev.  Stat.  §.914 ;  Act  of  June  1, 1872,  c.  255,  §  5, 17  Stat.  197 ; 
Nvdd  V.  Bv/rraws,  91  U.  S.  426 ;  Indianapolis  and  St,  Louis 
Bailroad  v.  Horst,  93  U.  S.  291 ;  Ghateaugay  Iron  Co.,  Peti- 
tioner, 128  U.  8.  644,  653 ;  Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Denton, 
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146  U.  S.  202,  208;  Lvaston  v.  North  River  Bridge  Co.,  14T 
U.  S.  337,  338 ;  UncoUi  v.  Power,  151  U.  S.  436,  442.  Sea 
also  Logan  v.  United  States,  144  U.  S.  263,  303. 

IX.  By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  it  is  pro- 
vided that  "  in  all  criminal  cases  the  defendant  may  be  found 
guilty  of  any  offence  the  commission  of  which  is  necessarily 
included  in  that  with  which  he  is  charged  in  the  indictment,, 
or  may  be  found  guilty  of  an  attempt  to  commit  the  offence 
so  charged ;  Provided,  that  such  attempt  be  itself  a  separate- 
offence."  §  1035.  It  is,  therefore,  contended  that,  as  the 
verdict  was,  generally  "  guilty,"  and  did  not,  in  terms,  indi- 
cate of  what  particular  offence  the  accused  was  found  guilty, 
the  judgment  should  have  been  arrested. 

This  contention  cannot  be  sustained.  We  said  in  Pointer^s^ 
ease  that,  while  the  record  of  a  criminal  case  must  state  what 
will  affimatively  show  the  offence,  the  steps  without  which 
the  sentence  cannot  be  good,  and  the  sentence  itself,  all  part& 
of  the  record  must  be  interpreted  together,  giving  effect  to 
every  part  if  possible,  and  supplying  a  deficiency  in  one 
part  by  what  appears  elsewhere  in  the  record.  151  U.  S. 
396,  419.  The  indictment  contained  but  one  charge,  that  of 
murder.  The  accused  was  arraigned  and  pleaded  not  guilty 
of  that  charge.  And  while  the  jury  had  the  physical  power 
to  find  him  guilty  of  some  lesser  crime  necessarily  included  in 
the  one  charged,  or  of  an  attempt  to  commit  the  offence  so 
charged,  if  such  attempt  was  a  separate  offence,  the  law 
will  support  the  verdict  with  every  fair  intendment,  and, 
therefore,  will  by  construction  supply  the  words  "  as  charged 
in  the  indictment."  The  verdict  of  "  guilty  "  in  this  case  will 
be  interpreted  as  referring  to  the  single  offence  specified  in 
the  indictment.  1  Bishop's  Or.  Pro.  §  1005  a,  and  authorities 
there  cited ;  Wharton's  Cr.  PI.  &  Pr.  §  747 ;  Bond  v.  People, 
39  Illinois,  26.  And  this  principle  has  been  incorporated  into 
the  statute  law  of  some  of  the  States ;  as  in  California,  whose 
Penal  Oode  declares  that  a  general  verdict  upon  a  plea  of  not 
guilty,  of  "  guilty,"  or  "  not  guilty,"  shall  import  a  conviction 
or  acquittal  of  the  offence  charged  in  the  indictment.    §  1151. 

What  has  been  said  disposes  of  the  objection  to  the  form  of 
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the  sentence,  which,  of  course,  had  reference  only  to  the 
offence  of  which  the  accused  was  found  guilty. 

There  are  other  assignments  of  error,  but  no  one  of  them 
requires  notice. 

Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  record,  we  do  not  find 
that  any  error  was  committed  to  the  prejudice  of  the  accused. 

The  judgment  is  affi/rmed. 


MISSOURI  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY  v. 
McFADDEN. 

XRBOB  TO  THB  OIBOUrr    OOUBT    OF    THB    UNTTBD    STATES   FOB  THE 
NOBTHBBN  DI8TBI0T  OF  TEXAS. 

Ho.  818.    Argued  And  rabmitted  M«reh  22, 1804.  —  Deeid«d  May  28, 1804. 

If  a  railroad  company,  for  its  own  convenience  and  the  convenience  of  its 
enstomers,  is  in  the  habit  of  issniug  bills  of  lading  for  cotton  deUvered 
to  a  compress  company,  to  be  compressed  before  actual  delivery  to  the 
railroad  company,  with  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  shipper  or  of  the 
carrier  that  the  liability  of  the  carrier  shall  attach  before  delivery  on  its 
cars,  and  the  cotton  is  destroyed  by  fire  whUe  in  the  hands  of  the  com- 
press company,  the  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  the  valoe  of  the 
cotton,  so  destroyed,  to  an  assignee  of  the  biU  of  lading  without  notice  of 
the  agreement  and  coarse  of  dealing  between  the  shipper  and  the  carrier. 

Thb  defendants  in  error  (plaintiffs  below)  sued  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Coart  of  Hunt  County,  Texas,  to  recover  the  value  of 
two  hundred  bales  of  cotton,  alleged  to  have  been  shipped 
from  Greenville,  Texas,  to  Liverpool,  England,  the  shipments 
having  been  evidenced  by  two  bills  of  lading,  each  for  one 
hundred  bales  of  cotton. 

On  application  of  the  defendant  below,  the  case  was 
removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Northern  District  of  Texas.  After  filing  the  record  in  that 
court,  the  pleadings  were  amended.  The  amended  answer 
set  up  the  following,  among  other  special  defences,  on  behalf 
of  the  company : 

^'  First   That  while  it  is  true  that  it  had  issued  certain  bills 
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of  lading  for  said  cotton,  said  cotton  had  not  yet  in  deed 
and  in  truth  been  delivered  to  it.  It  was  the  habit  and  the 
custom  of  defendant,  and  well  known  to  plaintiffs  to  be  such, 
after  cottons  were  placed  on  the  platforms  at  the  compress 
in  Greenville,  before  the  same  was  compressed,  it  would  issue 
bills  of  lading  therefor  to  consignors  desiring  to  ship.  Said 
cottons  would  be  delivered  to  the  compress  for  the  purpose 
of  compressing,  and  that  at  the  time  they  were  so  delivered 
to  it  the  superintendent  of  the  compress  or  the  agent  of  the 
compress  would  check  out  such  cottons  intended  and  the  ship- 
per would  make  out  a  bill  of  lading,  which  would  be  O.  K.'d 
by  the  superintendent  of  the  compress  or  its  agent,  and  after- 
wards it  would  be  brought  to  the  agent  of  the  defendant  and 
by  him  signed  up,  and  defendant  would  actually  receive  said 
cotton  only  after  it  was  compressed  and  delivered  upon  its 
cars.  This  course  was  pursued  as  a  matter  of  convenience  by 
the  compress  company  and  the  shipper,  but  it  was  not  intended 
by  either  the  shipper  or  the  defendant  that  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  should  attach  until  the  cotton  was  actually  delivered^ 
upon  its  cars.  This  custom  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiffs, 
George  H.  McFadden  &  Bro.  and  to  A.  Fulton  &  Co.,  and 
the  bills  of  lading  were  made  out  according  to  this  custom  by 
A.  Fulton  &  Co.  as  herein  shown,  and  accepted  by  A.  Fulton 
and  Co.  according  to  such  custom.  At  the  time  said  bills  of 
lading  were  made  the  cotton  was  in  the  hands  of  the  compress 
according  to  the  custom  aforesaid,  and  had  never  been  deliv- 
ered to  defendant,  the  defendant's  liability  as  a  common  carrier 
had  never  attached,  nor  bad  any  liability  attached,  but  said 
cotton,  while  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  compress  company, 
was  wholly  destroyed  by  fire  and  never  came  to  the  hands  of 
defendant.  Defendant  says  said  cotton  was  placed  on  said 
platform  at  said  compress  for  the  purpose  of  being  compressed 
by  A.  Fulton  &  Co. ;  that  they  well  knew,  intended,  and  ex- 
pected said  cotton  should  be  compressed  before  it  was  shipped. 
Said  cotton  while  at  the  compress  was  under  the  control  of 
A.  Fulton  &  Co.  or  their  agent  the  compress  company." 

The  answer  thereupon  proceeded  to  set  out  other  matten  to 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer. 
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The  plaintiff  replied  to  the  amended  answer  and  excepted 
to  the  first  count,  as  follows : 

^*  And  they  specially  except  to  the  first  count  in  defendant's 
special  answer,  in  so  far  as  the  same  attempts  to  set  up  a  custom 
of  the  manner  of  receiving  cotton  and  issuing  bills  of  lading, 
because  the  same  does  not  shoAv  that  the  custom  was  such  as 
is  recognized  and  binding  in  law,  but  attempts  to  set  up  a 
custom  which  is  contrary  to  law,  and  because  the  same  does 
not  show  that  it  was  such  a  custom  as  would  relieve  the  defend- 
ant from  liability  on  a  contract  in  writing." 

The  reply  then  proceeded  to  except  to  other  parts  of  the 
defendant's  answer. 

The  court  sustained  the  plaintiffs'  exception  to  the  first 
count  of  the  amended  answer,  to  which  ruling  exception  was 
reserved.  Thereupon  the  facts  were  stated  to  be,  1st,  that 
the  bills  of  lading  had  been  issued  to  Fulton  &  Co. ;  2d,  that 
they  were  assigned  to  the  plaintiffs ;  3d,  that  the  value  of  the 
cotton  was  $8647.83  at  the  time  it  was  destroyed,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  never  paid  therefor. 

Upon  this  evidence,  the  case  was  submitted  to  the  court 
without  a  jury,  and  the  court  found  for  the  plaintiffs  and  gave 
judgment  for  the  value  of  the  cotton.  The  case  was  brought 
here  by  writ  of  error. 

Mr.  James  Hagerman  and  Mr.  Joseph  M.  Bryson^  for  plain- 
tiff in  error,  submitted  on  their  brief. 

Mr.  Oeorge  Wharton  Pepper^  (who,  on  motion  of  Mr.  George 
F.  Edmwnde^  had  been  granted  leave  to  appear  for  the  pur- 
pose of  arguing  this  case  orally),  for  defendants  in  error.  Mr. 
J.  Bayard  Henry  was  with  him  on  his  brief.  To  the  point 
on  which  the  case  was  decided  he  said : 

The  liability  of  the  defendant  as  carrier  attached  upon 
the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  bills  of  lading,  and  prior  to 
the  destruction  of  the  cotton  by  fire. 

Upon  this  point  the  finding  of  the  learned  judge  in  the 
court  below  was  as  follows :  "  After  the  signing  of  said  bills 
by  the  defendant,  its  duty  and  liability  as  a  common  carrier 
commenced." 


158  OCTOBER  TERM,  1893. 

ArgumeDt  for  Defendants  In  Error. 

In  a  case  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas,  which  grew 
out  of  much  the  same  facts  as  those  upon  which  this  case 
depends,  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  v.  Sherwood^  19  S.  W. 
Eep.  455  (1892),  the  defendant  company  does  not  appear 
to  have  thought  it  worth  while  to  contend  that  its  liability 
as  carrier  had  not  attached  at  the  time  of  the  fire.  The  state 
court,  following  the  decision  of  Judge  McCormick,  seems  to 
have  considered  it  too  clear  for  argument  that  when  the 
shipper  had  parted  with  all  control  and  custody  of  the  goods, 
and  the  carrier,  by  its  bill  of  lading,  had  acknowledged  the 
receipt  of  them,  the  liability  of  the  carrier,  whether  limited 
or  unlimited,  attached  eo  instanti. 

Now,  however,  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error 
strenuously  contend  that  the  liability  of  the  carrier  had  not 
accrued  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  and  they  cite  in  support  ot 
the  proposition  several  decisions,  which,  upon  examination, 
are  found  (it  is  submitted)  to  have  no  bearing  upon  the  case 
in  hand. 

Considering  the  case  first  upon  principle,  it  will,  of  course, 
be  admitted  that  the  giving  of  the  bill  of  lading  for  the  goods 
raises  b,  prima  fades  that  the  carrier  has  received  them.  Such 
a  prima  fades  may  be  set  aside  by  proof  that  the  issuing  of 
the  bill  was  due  to  mistake,  or  fraud,  or  misrepresentation. 
But  the  delivery  of  the  bill  "  is  said  to  be  very  high  and 
authentic  evidence  "  not  only  of  the  receipt  of  the  goods,  but 
"  of  both  the  quantity  and  condition  of  the  goods  when  they 
were  received,  though  not  an  estoppel  to  show  the  truth.** 
Hutchinson  on  Carriers,  2d.  ed.  §  122. 

How  is  it  sought  in  this  case  to  set  the  presumption  aside ! 
No  error,  or  fraud,  or  mistake  is  even  averred.  The  railway 
company  places  its  whole  reliance  upon  ah  alleged  "  custom  ^ 
in  force  at  Greenville,  according  to  which  all  cotton  to  be 
shipped  over  the  defendant's  road  was  by  public  invitation 
of  the  defendant,  deposited  upon  a  platform  controlled  by  a 
compress  company,  which  company  is  admitted  by  the  defend- 
ant to  have  been  a  party  to  an  agreement  with  the  carrier, 
according  to  which  the  carrier  issued  a  bill  of  lading  immedi- 
ately upon  receiving  notice  of  the  deposit  of  the  cotton.    It 
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is  almost  preposterous  to  contend  that  there  is  in  such  a 
•custom  any  feature  which  in  any  respect  varies  the  carrier's 
liability.  Either  the  custom  is  consistent  with  the  unquali- 
fied acceptance  of  which  the  bill  of  lading  is  evidence,  or  it 
IS  a  custom  which,  by  the  making  of  the  bill,  the  parties  have 
excluded  by  their  contract. 

These  considerations,  deduced  from  principle,  are  in  nowise 
inconsistent  with  the  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
For  example :  in  Iron  Mountain  Railway  v.  Knight^  122  U.  S. 
79  (1886),  the  question  was  whether  the  recital  in  a  bill  was 
<K>nclusive  as  to  the  quality  of  cotton  shipped.  The  cotton 
had  been  shipped  to  Texarkana,  to  be  there  made  up  into 
bales  at  a  compress-house  by  the  carrier  under  the  direction 
of  the  shipper,  who,  from  time  to  time,  selected  bales  of  dif- 
ferent quality  for  shipment,  but  the  bills  were  often  issued 
before  the  particular  bales  were  separated  from  the  mass. 
Obviously,  therefore,  the  liability  of  the  defendant  as  a  car- 
rier could  not  begin  until  the  property  which  it  was  to  carry 
was  identified.  But,  more  than  this,  the  case  is  actually  fav- 
orable to  our  contention,  for  Mr.  Justice  Matthews  could  not 
have  used  language  more  applicable  to  the  present  case  than 
that  which  is  found  on  page  93 :  ^^  It  may  be  said  that  the 
•defendant's  liability  as  a  common  carrier  commenced  at  a 
time  antecedent  to  the  delivery  of  the  cotton  to  be  loaded  on 
the  cars ;  that  it  might  have  arisen  upon  a  prior  delivery  of 
the  cotton  in  question  in  the  warehouse  to  be  compressed, 
and  then  transported,  the  duty  of  compressing  it,  in  order  to 
prepare  it  for  transportation,  having  been  undertaken  by  the 
defendant.  This,  however,  could  only  be  where  the  specific 
goods,  as  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  were  delivered  for 
that  purpose  into  the  exclusive  possession  and  control  of  the 
•defendant."  It  will  be  perceived  at  a  glance  that  the  condi- 
tion of  the  carrier's  liability,  in  conformity  with  the  view  of 
the  learned  justice,  is  entirely  satisfied  by  the  facts  of  this 
case. 

Mb.  Justice  White,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 
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Many  questions  were  discussed  at  bar  which  we  deem  it 
unnecessary  to  notice,  as  we  consider  that  the  whole  case 
depends  upon  the  correctness  of  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  in  sustaining  the  exception  to  the  first  defence  in  the 
amended  answer.  That  defence  averred  that  the  cotton  for 
which  the  bills  of  lading  were  issued  was  never  delivered  to 
the  carrier ;  that  by  a  custom  or  course  of  dealing  between 
the  carrier  and  the  shipper  it  was  understood  by  both  parties 
that  the  cotton  was  not  to  be  delivered  at  the  time  the  bills  of 
lading  were  issued,  but  was  then  in  the  hands  of  a  compress 
company,  which  compress  company  was  the  agent  of  the  ship- 
per ;  and  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time 
the  bills  of  lading  were  issued  that  the  cotton  should  remain 
in  the  hands  of  the  compress  company,  the  agent  of  the 
shipper,  for  the  purpose  of  being  compressed,  and  that  this 
custom  was  known  to  the  plaintiffs  and  transferees  of  the  bills 
of  lading ;  and  that,  whilst  the  cotton  was  so  in  the  hands  of 
the  compress  company,  the  agent  of  the  shipper,  and  before 
delivery  to  the  carrier,  it  was  destroyed  by  fire. 

All  of  these  allegations  in  the  answer  were,  of  course, 
admitted  by  the  exception,  and,  therefore,  the  case  presents 
the  simple  question  of  whether  a  carrier  is  liable  on  a  bill  of 
lading  for  property  which  at  the  time  of  the  signing  of  the 
bill  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  shipper  for  the  purpose  of 
being  compressed  for  the  shipper's  account,  and  was  destroyed 
by  fire  before  the  delivery  to  the  carrier  had  been  consum- 
mated. The  elementary  rule  is  that  the  liability  of  a  common 
carrier  depends  upon  the  delivery  to  him  of  the  goods  which 
he  is  to  carry.  This  rule  is  thus  stated  in  the  text-books: 
^*  The  liability  of  a  carrier  begins  when  the  goods  are  delivered 
to  him  or  his  proper  servant  authorized  to  receive  them  for 
carriage."  Redfield  on  Carriers,  80.  ^^  The  duties  and  the 
obligations  of  the  common  carrier  with  respect  to  the  goods 
commence  with  their  delivery  to  him,  and  this  delivery  must 
be  complete,  so  as  to  put  upon  him  the  exclusive  duty  of 
seeing  to  their  safety.  The  law  will  not  divide  the  duty  or  the 
obligation  between  the  carrier  and  the  owner  of  the  goods. 
It  must  rest  entirely  upon  the  one  or  the  other ;  and  until  it 


MISSOURI   PACIFIC   RAILWAY  v.   McFADDEN.    161 

Opinion  of  the  Court. 

has  become  imposed  upon  the  carrier  by  a  delivery  and 
acceptance  he  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  them/*  Hutch- 
inson on  Carriers,  82. 

This  doctrine  is  sanctioned  by  a  unanimons  course  of 
English  and  American  decisions.  Schooner  Freeman  v.  Buck- 
ingham, 18  How.  182 ;  The  Lady  Fram.Um,  8  Wall.  325 ;  The 
Delaware,  14  Wall.  579;  PoUard  v.  Vinton,  105  U.  S.  7; 
Iron  Mountain  Railway  v.  Knight,  122  U.  S.  79;  Fried- 
lander  V.  Texas  cfe  Pacific  Railway,  130  U.  S.  423 ;  8U  Louie, 
Iron  Mountain  dkc.  Railway  v.  Commercial  Union  Ine,  Co,, 
139  U.  S.  233;  Bai^on  v.  Eldredge,  100  Mass.  455;  Moeee  v. 
Boston  cfe  Maine  RaU/road,  4  Foster,  (24  N.  H.)  71 ;  Brind  v. 
Dale.  8  Car.  &  P.  207 ;  Selmay  v.  HoUoway,  1  Ld.  Raym.  46 ; 
Buaeman  v.  Levi,  3  Camp.  414 ;  Leigh  v.  Smith,  1  Car.  &  P. 
638;  Orant  v.  Norway,  10  C.  B.  665;  Euhbersty  v.  Ward, 
8  Exch.  330;  Coleman  v.  Riches,  16  C.  B.  104.  Indeed,  the 
citations  might  be  multiplied  indefinitely. 

Whilst  the  authorities  may  differ  upon  the  point  of  what 
constitutes  delivery  to  a  carrier,  the  rule  is  nowhere  questioned 
that  when  delivery  has  not  been  made  to  the  carrier,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  the  evidence  shows  that  the  goods  remained  in 
the  possession  of  the  shipper  or  his  agent  after  the  signing  and 
passing  of  the  bill  of  lading,  the  carrier  is  not  liable  as  carrier 
under  the  bill. 

Of  course,  then,  the  carrier's  liability  as  such  will  not  attach 
on  issuing  the  bill  in  a  case  where  not  only  is  there  a  failure  to 
deliver  but  there  is  also  an  understanding  between  the  parties 
that  delivery  shall  not  be  made  till  a  future  day,  and  that  the 
goods  until  then  shall  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  shipper. 
Does  the  fact  that  the  plaintiffs  claim  to  be  assignees  of  the 
bill  of  lading  without  notice  of  the  agreement  and  course  of 
dealing  between  the  shipper  and  the  carrier  confer  upon  them 
greater  rights  as  against  the  carrier  than  those  which  attach 
under  the  bill  of  lading  in  the  hands  of  the  parties  to  whom  it 
was  originally  issued  and  who  made  the  agreement  % 

It  is  to  be  remarked,  in  considering  this  question,  that  the 
averment  of  the  answer,  which  was  admitted  by  the  excep- 
tion, charged  that  the  course  of  dealing  between  the  parties 
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in  accordance  with  which  the  goods  were  not  delivered  at  the 
time  of  the  issoance  of  the  bills  of  lading,  but  remained  in  the 
hands  of  the  compress  company,  which  was  the  agent  of 
the  shipper,  was  known  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  holders  of  the 
bills  of  lading.  It  is  clear  that,  whatever  may  be  the  effect 
of  custom  and  course  of  dealing  upon  the  question  of  legal 
liability,  proof  of  such  custom  and  course  of  dealing  would 
have  been  admissible,  not  in  order  to  change  the  law,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  charging  the  plaintiffs,  as  holders  of  the  bills 
of  lading,  with  knowledge  of  the  relations  between  the  par- 
ties. 

That  a  bill  of  lading  does  not  partake  of  the  character  of 
negotiable  paper,  so  as  to  transfer  to  the  assignees  thereof  the 
rights  of  the  holder  of  such  paper,  is  well  settled.  Said  this 
court  in  Pollard  v.  Yinion^  105  U.  S.  7,  8  : 

^^  A  bill  of  lading  is  an  instrument  well  known  in  commer- 
cial transactions,  and  its  character  and  effect  have  been  defined 
by  judicial  decisions.  In  the  hands  of  the  holder  it  is  evidence 
of  ownership,  special  or  general,  of  the  property  mentioned 
in  it,  and  of  the  right  to  receive  said  property  at  the  place 
of  delivery.  Notwithstanding  it  is  designed  to  pass  from 
hand  to  hand,  with  or  without  endorsement,  and  it  is  effica* 
cious  for  its  ordinary  purposes  in  the  hands  of  the  holder,  it 
is  not  a  negotiable  instrument  or  obligation  in  the  sense  that 
a  bill  of  exchange  or  a  promissory  note  is.  Its  transfer  does 
not  preclude,  as  in  those  cases,  all  inquiry  into  the  transaction 
in  which  it  originated,  because  it  has  come  into  the  hands  of 
persons  who  have  innocently  paid  value  for  it.  The  doctrine 
of  honafide  purchasers  only  applies  to  it  in  a  limited  sense. 

"  It  is  an  instrument  of  a  twofold  character.  It  is  at  once  a 
receipt  and  a  contract.  In  the  former  character  it  is  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  property  on  board  his 
vessel  by  the  owner  of  the  vessel.  In  the  latter  it  is  a  con- 
tract to  carry  safely  and  deliver.  The  receipt  of  the  goods  lies 
at  the  foundation  of  the  contract  to  carry  and  deliver.  If  no 
goods  are  actually  received,  there  can  be  no  valid  contract  to 
carry  or  to  deliver."  See  also  The  Lady  Frankliny  8  Wall. 
325. 
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The  role  thus  stated  is  the  elementary  oommercial  rule. 
Indeed,  in  the  case  last  cited  this  court  expressed  surprise  that 
the  question  should  be  raised.  These  views  coincide  with  the 
rulings  of  the  English  courts.  The  cases  of  Grcmt  v.  Norway j 
10  C.  B.  665,  and  Hvhberaty  v.  Ward,  8  Exch.  330,  were  both 
cases  where  bills  of  lading  were  issued  and  held  by  third  par- 
ties. The  rule  was  uniform  in  England  until  the  passage  of 
the  Bills  of  Lading  Act,  18, 19,  Vict.  c.  Ill,  §  3,  making  bills 
of  lading  in  the  hands  of  consignees  or  endorsees  for  value 
conclusive  as  to  shipment. 

Under  these  elementary  principles  we  think  there  was  man- 
ifest error  below  in  maintaining  the  exception  to  the  first 
count  in  the  amended  answer.  Of  course,  in  so  concluding  we 
proceed  solely  upon  the  admission  which  the  exception  to  the 
answer  necessarily  imported,  and  express  no  opinion  as  to 
what  would  be  the  rule  of  law  if  the  compress  company  had 
not  been  the  agent  of  the  shipper,  or  if  the  goods  had  been 
constructively  delivered  to  the  carrier  through  the  compress 
company,  who  held  them  in  the  carrier's  behalf. 

The  judgment  is 

Reversed  and  the  case  rema/nded  for  further  proceedings  in 
(accordance  with  this  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Jackson,  not  having  heard  the  argument,  took 
no  part  in  the  decision  of  this  cause. 


PRENTICE  V.  NORTHERN   PACIFIC  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


TO  THB  OIBOUrr  OOUBT    OF    THE    UNTIED    STATES    FOE    THE 
DI8TBI0T  OP  lONNESOTA. 

No.  819.    Argued  and  rabmlttod  Maroh  38, 1894.  —  DMlded  May  20, 1894. 

When  a  deed  contains  a  specific  description  of  the  land  conveyed ,  by  metes 
and  bounds,  and  a  general  description  referring  to  the  land  as  the  same 
land  set  off  .to  B,  and  by  B  afterwards  disposed  of  to  A,  the  second  de- 
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scriptlon  is  intended  to  describe  generally  what  had  been  before  de- 
scribed by  metes  and  bounds ;  and  if,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  broagbt 
by  a  grantee  of  A,  as  plaintiff,  the  description  by  metes  and  bounds  does 
not  include  the  land  sued  for,  it  cannot  be  claitned  under  the  general 
description. 

This  action  of  ejectment  was  brought  September  7,  1883, 
to  recover  an  undivided  half  of  certain  lands  in  the  city  of 
Duluth,  county  of  St.  Louis,  Minnesota.  Pursuant  to  a  written 
stipulation  of  the  parties  the  case  was  tried  without  a  jury 
and  upon  the  question  of  title  alone,  and  resulted  —  Mr. 
Justice  Miller  and  Judge  Nelson  concurring — in  a  judgment 
for  the  defendants.    43  Fed.  Rep.  270. 

The  case  made  by  the  special  finding  of  facts  is  sub- 
stantially as  follows : 

The  sixth  section  of  article  two  of  the  treaty  of  the  30th 
day  of  September,  a.d.  1854,  10  Stat.  1109,  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Chippewa  Indians  of  Lake  Superior 
and  the  Mississippi  —  ratified  pursuant  to  a  resolution  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  passed  on  the  10th  day  of  January^ 
1855,  by  the  President  on  the  29th  day  of  January,  1855  — 
whereby  those  Indians  ceded  to  the  United  States  certain 
territory  lying  adjacent  to  the  headwaters  of  Lake  Superior, 
contained  the  following  provision,  viz. :  "  And  being  desirous 
to  provide  for  some  of  his  connections  who  have  rendered  his 
people  important  services  it  is  agreed  that  Chief  Buffalo  may 
select  one  section  of  land  at  such  place  in  the  ceded  territory 
as  he  may  see  fit,  which  shall  be  reserved  for  that  purpose, 
and  conveyed  by  the  United  States  to  such  person  or  persons 
as  he  may  direct."    p.  1110. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  and  on  the  day  of  its 
date,  Chief  Buffalo,  by  an  instrument  of  writing  executed  by 
him  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  United  States  Commissioner 
of  Indian  Affairs  at  Washington,  selected  the  land  to  be  con- 
veyed by  the  United  States  and  appointed  the  persons  to 
whom  it  was  to  be  conveyed,  indicating  the  selection  and 
appointment,  as  follows :  ^'  I  hereby  select  a  tract  of  land  one 
mile  square,  the  exact  boundary  of  which  may  be  defined 
when  the  surveys  are  made,  lying  on  the  west  shore  of  St. 
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Louis  Bay,  Minnesota  Territory,  immediately  above  and 
adjoining  Minnesota  Point,  and  I  direct  that  patents  be 
issued  for  the  same,  according  to  the  above-recited  provision, 
to  Shaw-Bwaw-Skung  or  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong,  my  adopted 
son;  to  Matthew  May-Dway-Gwon,  my  nephew;  to  Joseph 
May-Dway-Gwon  and  Antoine  May-Dway-Gwon,  his  sons, 
one  quarter  section  to  each." 

Matthew,  Joseph,  and  Antoine,  under  date  of  September 
17,  1855,  executed  and  delivered  to  Armstrong  an  instrument, 
assigning  to  him  their  right,  title,  and  interest  under  the 
appointment  and  selection  of  Chief  Buffalo.  That  assign- 
ment, after  referring  to  the  treaty  and  the  above  instrument 
of  selection  and  appointment,  provided : 

^'  In  consideration  of  the  premises  and  of  one  dollar  to  us 
in  hand  paid  by  the  said  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong,  the  receipt 
whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  we  do  hereby  sell,  assign, 
and  transfer,  jointly  and  severally,  all  our  right,  title,  interest, 
equity,  claipi,  and  property  in  and  to  the  said  land,  and  all 
our  right  and  equity  in  and  to  the  said  instrument  so  made 
by  the  said  Buffalo,  jointly  and  severally,  and  our  and  each 
of  our  right  and  equity  to  have  patents  issued  to  us,  according 
to  the  above-cited  directions  of  the  said  Buffalo,  and  we 
hereby  direct,  jointly  and  severally,  that  patents  issue  to  said 
Benjamin  G.  Armstrong  accordingly." 

This  instrument  of  assignment  was  executed  by  Matthew, 
Joseph,  and  Antoine  in  the  presence  of  and  before  the  United 
States  agent,  and  the  United  States  interpreter. 

Armstrong  and  wife,  September  11,  1856,  made,  executed, 
and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  herein  a  deed  of  conveyance, 
the  recited  consideration  being  eight  thousand  dollars.  The 
land  so  conveyed  is  thus  described  Mn  the  deed :  "  One  un- 
divided half  of  all  the  following-described  piece  or  parcel  of 
land,  situate  in  the  county  of  St.  Louis  and  Territory  of 
Minnesota,  and  known  and  described  as  follows,  to  wit : 
Beginning  at  a  large  stone  or  rock  at  the  head  of  St.  Louis 
River  Bay,  nearly  adjoining  Minnesota  Point,  commencing  at 
said  rock  and  running  east  one  mile,  north  one  mile,  west  one 
mile,  south  one  mile  to  the  place  of  beginning,  and  being  the 


166  OCTOBER  TEEM,  1893. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

land  set  off  to  the  Indian  chief  Buffalo  at  the  Indian  treaty 
of  September  30,  a.d.  1854,  and  was  afterwards  disposed  of 
by  said  Buffalo  to  said  Armstrong,  and  is  now  recorded  with 
the  government  documents,  together  with  all  and  singular  the 
tenements,  hereditaments,  and  appurtenances  thereunto  be- 
longing or  in  anywise  appertaining,  and  the  reversion  and 
reversions,  remainder  and  remainders,  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof,"  etc.  This  deed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence 
of  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Wisconsin,  was  acknowledged  by 
the  grantors  on  the  day  of  its  execution  before  that  officer, 
whose  official  character  was  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  county  where  the  acknowledgment  was 
made.  It  was  not  certified  to  have  been  acknowledged  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  of  Wisconsin.  The  deed  was  duly 
recorded  in  the  county  of  St.  Louis,  Territory  of  Minnesota, 
on  the  4th  day  of  November,  a.d.  1856. 

Armstrong  and  wife,  on  the  27th  day  of  August,  1872, 
executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  confirmatory  deed, 
which  was  duly  recorded  in  the  county  of  St.  Louis,  State  of 
Minnesota,  September  2, 1872.   That  deed  was  in  these  words : 

''  Whereas  on  the  eleventh  day  of  September,  in  the  year 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  we,  Benjamin  G. 
Armstrong  and  Charlotte  Armstrong,  wife  of  aforesaid  Ben- 
jamin G.  Armstrong,  conveyed  by  a  quitclaim  deed  to 
Frederick  Prentice,  of  Toledo,  Ohio,  the  undivided  one-half 
part  of  all  our  interest  in  certain  lands  situated  at  or  near  the 
head  of  St.  Louis  Bay,  and  intended  to  describe  our  interest 
in  what  is  known  as  the  Chief  Buffalo  tract,  at  the  head  of 
St.  Louis  Bay,  Minnesota  Territory,  and  then  believing  that 
the  description  in  said  deed  would  cover  or  was  the  tract  that 
would  be  patented  to  us  by  the  United  States  of  America, 
according  to  said  Buffalo's  wishes  and  a  contract  we  held 
from  the  heirs  of  said  Buffalo,  but,  to  definitely  fix  upon  the 
lands  designed  to  be  conveyed,  it  was  stated  in  said  deed  to 
be  the  land  set  off  to  the  Indian  chief  Buffalo  at  the  Indian 
treaty  of  September  thirtieth,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  fifty-four;  and,  further,  I,  the  said  Armstrong, 
gave  a  contract  on  the  tenth  day  of  September,  in  the  year 
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one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  to  the  said  Frederick 
Prentice,  binding  ourselves  and  heirs  to  give  said  Frederick 
Prentice  any  further  writing  or  instrument  he  might  require. 

"  And  on  the  first  day  of  July,  in  the  year  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  fifty-seven,  I,  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong,  and 
Charlotte  Armstrong  agreed  to  and  did  sell  to  Frederick 
Prentice  the  other  one-half  of  said  Buffalo  tract,  for  which 
said  Frederick  Prentice  paid  us  something  over  two  thousand 
($2000)  dollars,  and  since  that  time  has  paid  us  to  our  full  sat- 
isfaction for  the  whole  property,  and  we  agreed  to  and  do  by 
these  presents  confess  payment  in  full  for  the  whole  of  the 
above  tract,  in  compliance  of  the  first  deed  for  the  one  un- 
divided half  and  the  carrying  out  of  the  contract  to  seU  the 
balance  July  first,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  fifty-seven,  this  is  intended  to  cover  the  land  deeded  by 
us  to  the  said  Prentice  in  the  deed  given  on  the  eleventh  day 
of  September,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-six,  and 
recorded  in  liber  A  of  deeds,  page  106,  at  Duluth,  State  of 
Minnesota,  and  the  land  included  in  the  contract  of  the  first 
of  July,  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty-seven,  and  intended  to 
cover  tlie  lands  as  described  in  patents  from  the  United  States 
of  America  to  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong,  Matthew  May-Dway- 
Qwon,  Joseph  May-Dway-Gwon,  and  Antoine  May-Dway- 
Gwon,  and  described  as  follows :  To  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong 
the  west  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  and  the  lot  number 
five  (5)  of  section  twenty-seven,  and  lot  No.  three  (3)  of 
section  thirty-four,  containing  together  (182.62)  one  hundred 
and  eighty-two  and  sixty-two  one-hundredths  acres;  and  to 
Joseph  May-Dway-Gwon  the  southeast  quarter  of  section 
twenty-eight,  containing  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres;  and 
Antoine  May-Dway-Gwon  the  east  half  of  the  northeast 
quarter  of  section  twenty-eight  and  the  west  half  of  the  north- 
west quarter  of  section  twenty-seven,  containing  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres. 

"  And  to  Matthew  May-Dway-Gwon  the  southwest  quarter 
of  section  twenty-two,  containing  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres, 
all  of  the  above  being  in  township  fifty  north  of  range  fourteen 
west  of  the  fourth  principal  meridian.  State  of  Minnesota,  and 
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the  three  last-named  pieces  of  land  have  since  been  deeded  by 
the  said  Matthew,  Joseph,  and  Antoine  May-Dway-Gwon  to 
Charlotte  Armstrong,  but  previous  to  the  date  of  said  deeds 
the  above-named  Joseph,  Matthew,  and  Antoine  May-Dway- 
Gwon  had  assigned  or  transferred  all  their  right,  title,  and 
interest  therein  to  the  said  Benjamin  Armstrong.  I,  the  afore- 
said Benjamin  G.  Armstrong,  did  sell  by  deed  and  contract  to 
Frederick  Prentice,  which  I,  the  said  Charlotte  Armstrong, 
knew  at  the  time,  but  did  not  know  but  that  by  getting  an- 
other deed  or  conveyance  after  the  patents  were  issued  we 
could  sell  the  property,  but  am  now  satisfied  that  we  had  sold 
and  assigned  all  our  right,  title,  and  interest  to  Frederick 
Prentice  previous  to  our  deeding  to  any  other  person  or  per- 
sons, and  that  we  had  no  right  to  deed  or  convey  to  any  other 
person  or  persons,  as  the  title  to  the  lands  above  described 
was  then  virtually  and  by  right  vested  in  the  said  Frederick 
Prentice,  and  that  the  first  deed  for  the  one-half  and  the  con- 
tract for  the  remaining  half  of  said  land,  with  the  payment 
thereon  made  at  the  time  by  the  said  Frederick  Prentice, 
bound  us  to  give  him  good  and  suflScient  deeds  to  said  prop- 
erty whenever  so  demanded;  and  we  do  hereby  assign  and 
quitclaim  all  our  right,  title,  and  interest  now  or  at  any  time 
held  by  us  to  all  the  above-described  property  in  fulfilment  of 
our  agreement  with  the  said  Frederick  Prentice.'' 

The  tract  of  land  which  Chief  Buffalo  had  designated  as  his 
selection  on  the  day  of  the  treaty  did  not  correspond  with  the 
section  lines  when  the  land  came  to  be  surveyed  into  sections, 
and  part  of  it  was  found  to  be  occupied  and  claimed  by  certain 
Indian  traders  under  the  treaty.  After  a  lengthy  correspond- 
ence and  investigation  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the 
relatives  of  Buffalo,  entitled  to  the  land  reserved  for  them, 
conceded  the  validity  of  the  claims  of  these  Indian  traders, 
and,  in  lieu  of  the  lands  thus  held  by  them,  received  other 
lands  adjacent  to  that  selected  by  Buffalo  to  make  up  the 
quantity  of  six  hundred  and  forty  acres,  but  not  in  the  form 
of  a  parallelogram,  though  maintaining  a  continuous  con- 
nection. 

A  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the  President, 
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under  the  date  of  September  21, 1858,  and  made  part  of  the 
findings,  contained,  among  other  things,  the  following  : 

^*!Now,  therefore,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
it  having  been  fully  proved  that  these  relatives  of  the  Chief 
Buffalo  acquiesce  in  the  selection  made  for  them  by  Agent 
Gilbert,  and  desire  that  patents  should  issue  to  them  for  this 
land,  and  the  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs  having  recom- 
mended such  approval,  I  have  respectfully  to  request  that  you 
will  approve  the  same  in  order  that  patents  may  issue  in 
accordance  with  their  request  as  follows,  viz. :  To  Matthew 
May-dway-gon,  S.  W.  i  sec.  22,  T.  50  N.,  R.  14  W.  — 160 
acres ;  To  Antoine  May-dway-gon,  E.  i  N.  E.  ^  sec.  28  and 
W.  i  N.  W.  i  sec.  27,  T.  50  N.,  R.  14  W.  — 160  acres;  to 
Joseph  May-dway-gon,  8.  E.  i  sec.  28,  T.  50  N.,  R.  14  W.  — 
160  acres;  to  Shaw-bwaw-skung  or  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong, 
W.  i  S.  W.  i  sec.  27,  lot  No.  3,  sec.  34,  lot  No.  5,  sec.  27, 
182.62." 

The  patent  to  Armstrong,  issued  October  23, 1858,  contained 
the  following  recitals  and  description  of  the  land  embraced 
by  it: 

'^Whereas  it  appears  from  a  return  dated  the  twenty-seventh 
day  of  September,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-eight, 
from  the  office  of  Indian  Affairs  to  the  General  Land  Office, 
that  there  has  been  selected  and  approved  for  ^  Shaw-Bwaw- 
Skung,  or  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong,'  as  one  of  the  'connec- 
tions '  of  said  Chief  Buffalo,  the  west  half  of  the  soutliwest 
quarter  and  lot  number  five,  both  of  section  twenty-seven,  and 
lot  number  three  of  section  thirty-four,  containing  together 
one  hundred  and  eighty-two  acres  and  sixty-two  hundredths 
of  an  acre,  all  in  township  fifty  north,  of  range  fourteen  west, 
of  the  fourth  principal  meridian,  in  the  State  of  Minnesota. 
Now,  know  ye,  etc." 

The  parties,  at  the  trial,  entered  into  the  following  stipula- 
tion: 

"  It  is  admitted  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial  of  the  above- 
entitled  action  that  the  land  in  dispute  described  in  complaint 
of  plaintiff  herein  is  part  of  the  land  described  and  included 
in  the  patent  of  the  United  States  to  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong, 


170  OCTOBER  TEEM,  1893. 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

dated  October  23,  1858,  and  recorded  in  book  <B,'  at  page 
500,  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  of  St.  Louis  C!oimty, 
Minnesota;  that  the  defendants  are  in  possession  of  the 
specific  portions  of  said  land  described  in  their  respective 
answers  herein,  and  as  respects  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad 
Company  is  in  possession  of  the  certain  portions  of  said  land 
colored  blue  upon  the  map  hereto  attached,  and  that  all  the 
defendants  assert  title  to  said  respective  portions  derived  from 
a  certain  deed  made  and  executed  by  Benjamin  G.  Armstrong 
and  wife  to  John  M.  Oilman,  dated  August  81, 1864,  and  re- 
corded in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  of  St.  Louis  County, 
Minnesota,  September  12, 1864,  in  book  ^C  of  deeds,  at  page 
665,  and  from  certain  other  deed  made  and  executed  by  Ben- 
jamin G.  Armstrong  and  wife  to  Daniel  S.  Cash  and  James 
H.  Kelly,  bearing  date  October  22, 1859,  and  filed  for  record 
in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  in  and  for  said  St.  Louis 
County  January  5, 1860,  and  thereafter  recorded  in  book  *  C ' 
of  deeds,  at  page  206 ;  that  the  said  defendants  have  succeeded 
to  whatever  title  or  right  said  Kelly  and  Cash  and  said  Oilman 
obtained  by  virtue  of  said  deeds,  respectively,  in  and  to  the 
premises  in  dispute ;  that  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit 
said  defendants  withheld  said  premises  and  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  of  the  same  from  said  plaintiff,  although  they  had 
theretofore  been  requested  to  admit  him  to  the  possession  of 
an  undivided  half  (i)  of  said  premises  and  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof ;  that  the  undivided  half  (i)  of  the  portion  of  the 
premises  described  in  said  complaint  claimed  by  each  of  said 
defendants  is  worth  fifty  thousand  dollars  ($50,000)  and  up- 
wards." The  court  found  the  facts  in  accordance  with  this 
stipulation. 

The  United  States  government  surveys  of  the  lands  ceded 
by  the  treaty  of  September  30,  1854,  to  the  United  States  had 
not  been  made  at  the  date  of  the  deed  from  Armstrong  to 
plaintiff  and  were  not  made  until  the  year  following  that  date. 

Oilman  took  the  above  conveyance  without  actual  notice  of 
the  deed  from  Armstrong  to  the  plaintiff  of  September  11, 
1856,  or  that  plaintiff  claimed  an  interest  in  the  land  so  con- 
veyed to  him. 
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The  defendants  herein  claim  title  to  the  pieces  or  parcels  of 
land  in  controversy  as  grantees  of  Oilman  and  under  and 
through  the  deed  to  Oilman  of  August  31,  1864. 

The  large  stone  or  rock  at  the  head  of  St.  Louis  River  Bay, 
nearly  adjoining  Minnesota  Point,  described  in  the  deed  from 
Armstrong  to  Prentice,  is  the  beginning  of  the  boundary  of 
the  tract  conveyed,  is  weU  identified,  and  was  generally  known 
to  the  few  people  familiar  with  the  place,  and  was  recognizable 
at  the  time  of  the  trial  below,  and  a  mile  square  measured 
from  that  point  as  called  for  in  the  deed  would  wholly  depart 
from  the  shore  of  St.  Louis  Bay  and  would  cover  atx)ut  one- 
half  or  three-fifths  land,  and  the  remainder  the  water  of  Lake 
Superior. 

The  land  selected  by  Chief  Buffalo  lay  upon  the  shore  of 
St.  Louis  Bay,  immediately  adjoining  Minnesota  Point,  and 
this  selection  was  followed  as  near  as  it  could  be  by  the  patents 
of  the  United  States  issued  to  satisfy  that  reservation,  consid- 
ering the  elimination  from  the  mile  square  of  the  lands  held 
by  the  traders,  and  the  vagueness  of  Buffalo's  description,  and 
the  necessity  of  conforming  the  final  grant  to  the  surveys  of 
the  United  States. 

If  the  lines  of  the  course  called  for  as  east  and  west  in  the 
deed  of  Armstrong  to  Prentice,  under  which  the  plaintiff 
asserts  his  title,  were  exactly  reversed,  the  description  in  that 
deed  would  include  a  large  part  of  the  land  actually  selected 
by  Chief  Buffalo,  and  also  included  in  the  patents  from  the 
United  States.  But  it  would  not  include  the  land  sued  for  in 
this  action. 

The  instrument  executed  by  the  Chief  Buffalo,  dated  Sep- 
tember 30, 1864,  was  the  only  selection  or  appointment  ever 
made  by  him  under  the  sixth  clause  of  the  second  article  of 
the  said  treaty. 

Chief  Buffalo  died  in  the  month  of  October,  1855. 

At  the  date  of  the  deed  to  Prentice,  of  September  11, 1856, 
Armstrong  did  not  have  any  interest  in  land  in  St.  Louis 
County,  Minnesota  Territory,  except  what  he  was  entitled  to 
under  the  Buffalo  selection  and  appointment  above  referred 
to,  and  under  the  above  assignment  from  the  other. 
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The  oondusions  of  law  found  by  the  Circuit  Court  were  — 

That  the  appointment  of  persons  to  whom  the  United  States 
were  to  convey  the  section  of  land  reserved  by  the  above  pro- 
vision of  said  treaty,  made  by  Chief  Buffalo  on  the  30th  day 
of  September,  1854,  was  a  valid  and  sufficient  appointment 
under  that  provision,  and,  upon  the  ratification  of  the  treaty, 
vested  in  Armstrong  and  the  other  appointees  named  such  an 
interest  as  the  treaty  gave  to  the  land  so  reserved ; 

That  the  patent  of  the  United  States  to  Armstrong  and  his 
acceptance  of  it  was  a  valid  execution  of  the  treaty  on  that 
subject ; 

That  the  deed  from  Armstrong  to  plaintiff,  of  September 
11,  1856,  was,  in  its  execution,  acknowledgment,  and  record- 
ing, a  valid  and  sufficient  deed,  and  its  record  constructive 
notice  of  its  contents ; 

That  the  description  in  the  deed  of  Armstrong  to  plaintiff 
of  September  11,  1856,  is  insufficient  to  convey  his  interest  in 
or  title  to  any  other  or  different  tract  of  land  to  which  he 
might  have  been  entitled  under  said  treaty  than  the  tract 
described  therein,  and  that  said  deed  is  ineffectual  as  a  con- 
veyance to  plaintiff  of  any  interest  or  title  except  such  as 
Armstrong  had  in  or  to  the  land  therein  described,  and  that 
plaintiff  took  no  title  under  it  to  the  land  for  the  possession 
of  which  this  action  is  brought ; 

That  the  quitclaim  deed  from  Armstrong  to  Gilman  of 
August  31,  1864,  conveyed  to  the  latter  such  interest,  and  no 
more,  as  Armstrong  had  in  the  land  therein  described  at  the 
date  of  said  deed ;  and 

That  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action, 
and  judgment  must  go  in  favor  of  the  defendants  for  their 
costs  and  disbursements. 

Mr,  Elihu  Booty  (with  whom  were  Mr,  John  F,  DiUon  and 
Mr.  Sarmiel  B.  Clarke  on  the  brief,)  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  William  W,  BiUson^  for  Fargusson,  defendant  in  error, 
submitted  on  his  brief. 

Mb.  Justice  Harlan,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 
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The  court  below  correctly  interpreted  the  decision  in 
Prentice  v.  Steams^  113  U.  S.  435,  as  holding  that  the  deed 
from  Armstrong  to  Prentice,  under  which  alone  the  latter 
can  assert  a  title  to  the  land  in  controversy,  was  an  instru- 
ment designed  to  convey  a  defined  tract  or  parcel  of  land,  not 
any  possible  interest  existing  in  Armstrong  under  the  treaty 
with  the  Chippewas,  the  selection  of  Buffalo,  and  the  appoint- 
ment that  the  lands  selected  by  him  should  be  conveyed  to 
Armstrong  and  other  named  relatives. 

This  question  was  reargued  in  the  court  below,  in  the 
present  case,  in  the  light  of  additional  facts  supposed  to  have 
been  adduced. 

Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  his  opinion  in  this  case,  said :  "  We 
remain  of  the  opinion  we  were  on  the  former  trial.  The  first 
descriptive  clause  of  the  deed  from  Armstrong  to  Prentice  is 
of  a  tract  of  land  a  mile  square,  beginning  at  a  large  stone  or 
rock,  which,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  find  in  the  present  case 
is  now  identified,  and  was  well  known  at  the  time  the  deed 
was  made.  The  description  proceeds  with  the  points  of  the 
compass  one  mile  east,  one  mile  north,  one  mile  west,  one  mile 
south,  to  the  place  of  beginning.  It  would  be  difficult,  the 
beginning  point  being  well  ascertained,  to  imagine  that  Arm- 
strong intended  to  convey  any  other  land,  or  any  other  inter- 
est in  land,  or  interest  in  any  other  land,  than  that  so  clearly 
defined.  And  if  that  description  is  to  stand  as  a  part  of  the 
deed  made  by  Armstrong  to  Prentice,  it  leaves  no  doubt 
where  the  land  was  ;  and  there  is  no  occasion  to  resort  to  any 
inference  that  he  meant  any  other  land  than  that.  It  is  now 
found  as  a  fact  that  this  boundary  would  include  a  surface 
from  one-half  to  three-fourths  of  which  is  land,  and  the  re- 
mainder is  water  of  Lake  Superior."    43  Fed.  Eep.  270,  274. 

The  specific  description  by  metes  and  bounds  of  the  land 
conveyed  by  the  Armstrong  deed  to  Prentice,  namely,  "  one 
undivided  half  of  all  the  following-described  piece  or  parcel 
of  land,  situate  in  the  county  of  St.  Louis  and  Territory  of 
Minnesota,  and  known  and  described  as  follows :  Beginning 
at  a  large  stone  or  rock  at  the  head  of  St.  Louis  Biver  Bay, 
nearly  adjoining  Minnesota  Point,  commencing  at  said  rock 
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and  running  east  one  mile,  north  one  mile,  west  one  mile, 
south  one  mile  to  the  place  of  beginning,"  does  not,  it  is  con- 
ceded, embrace  the  land  in  dispute.  Indeed,  the  plaintiff 
insists,  on  several  grounds,  that  that  description  should  be 
rejected  altogether,  as  inaccurate  and  mistaken.  And  he  is 
driven  to  rest  his  claim  of  title  to  the  lands  in  dispute  upon  the 
clause  of  the  deed,  immediately  following  the  words,  above 
quoted,  namely,  "  and  being  the  land  set  off  to  the  Indian 
Chief  Buffalo,  at  the  Indian  treaty  of  September  30,  1864, 
and  was  afterwards  disposed  of  by  said  Buffalo  to  Armstrong, 
and  is  now  recorded  with  the  government  documents." 

But  the  plaintiff,  although  compelled  to  rely  upon  the 
words  last  quoted,  insists  that  they  mean  what,  in  our  opin- 
ion, is  not  justified  by  a  fair  interpretation  of  them.  It 
seems  entirely  clear  that  the  words  in  the  clause  beginning 
"onrf  being  the  land,^^  etc.,  were  intended  to  describe,  gen- 
erally, what  had  been  before  specifically  described  by  metes 
and  bounds;  that  ^^and  being ^^  is  equivalent  to  "which  is," 
in  which  case  this  clause  of  general  description  —  the  specific 
description  by  metes  and  bounds  being  rejected  as  not  em- 
bracing the  land  —  cannot,  it  is  conceded,  be  regarded  as  an 
independent  description  of  the  subject  of  the  conveyance. 

It  is  said  that  the  deed  should  not  be  construed  as  intended 
to  convey  merely  a  specific  tract,  and  thereby  make  it  inop- 
erative, because,  at  the  time  it  was  executed,  Armstrong  did 
not  have  any  interest  in  a  specific  tract  that  he  could  convey, 
but  only  a  general  right,  under  the  Buffalo  document,  to  have 
land  located  and  patented  to  him  by  the  United  States. 
Referring  to  the  argument  made  by  counsel  in  support  of 
this  view,  Mr.  Justice  Miller  said,  p.  274  :  "  They  say  that  the 
reference  to  the  land  set  off  to  the  Indian  Chief  Buffalo  at 
the  treaty  of  1854  meant,  not  any  definite  piece  of  land,  but 
any  land  which  might  come  to  Buffalo  or  his  appointees,  of 
whom  Armstrong  is  one,  by  the  future  proceedings  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States  in  that  case ;  and  that,  no 
matter  where  such  land  was  found,  provided  it  was  within 
the  limits  of  the  land  granted  by  the  Chippewa  treaty,  then 
the  deed  from  Armstrong  to  Prentice  was  intended  to  convey 
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such  after-acquired  interests  which  were  patented  to  the 
parties  by  the  United  States.  We  do  not  see  anything  in 
the  whole  deed  or  transaction  between  Armstrong  and  Pren- 
tice that  points  to  or  indicates  any  such  construction  of  it. 
Both  clauses  of  the  description  are  definite  as  to  the  land 
conveyed,  and  treat  it  as  a  piece  of  land  well  described,  well 
known,  and  well  defined.  Of  course,  any  man  endeavoring 
to  ascertain  what  land  was  conveyed  under  that  grant  would 
suppose  that^  when  he  found  the  stone  or  rock,  which  we  now 
as  a  matter  of  fact  find  to  have  an  existence,  and  can  be  well 
identified,  he  had  bought  a  mile  square  according  to  the 
points  of  the  compass,  the  southwest  corner  of  which  com- 
menced on  that  rock.  He  would  not  suppose  that  he  had 
bought  something  that  might  be  substituted  in  lieu  of  that 
mile  square  by  future  proceedings  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States.  And  so  with  regard  to  the  other  description. 
Buffalo  had  made  his  selection,  had  described  the  land  which 
he  designed  to  go  by  that  treaty,  not  to  him,  but  to  his  rela- 
tives, whose  names  are  given,  and  it  was  an  undivided  half 
of  this  land  thus  selected  by  the  Buffalo  chief,  and  not  other 
land,  or  different  land  which  might  come  to  Armstrong,  that 
he  conveyed  and  intended  to  convey  to  Prentice." 

After  distinguishing  this  case  from  Doe  v.  Wilson^  23  How. 
457,  and  Crews  v.  Burcham^  1  Black,  352,  Mr.  Justice  Miller  pro- 
ceeded, p.  275,  276 :  "  But  in  the  case  before  us,  not  only  had 
Buffalo  made  his  selection,  and  designated  the  parties  to  whom 
the  land  should  go,  but  the  selection  had  definiteness  about  it 
to  a  certain  extent ;  it  was  a  thing  which  could  be  conveyed 
specifically,  and  which  Armstrong  undertook  to  convey  spe- 
cifically. It  is  not  necessary  that  we  resort  to  the  supposition 
that  Armstrong  was  talking  about  some  vague  and  uncertain 
right —  uncertain,  at  least,  as  to  locality  and  as  to  its  relation 
to  the  surveys  of  the  United  States  —  which  he  was  intend- 
ing to  convey  to  Prentice,  instead  of  the  definite  land  which 
he  described  or  attempted  to  describe.  If  such  were  his  pur- 
pose in  this  conveyance,  it  is  remarkable  that  he  did  not  say 
so  in  the  very  few  words  necessary  to  express  that  idea,  in- 
stead of  resorting  to  two  distinct  descriptive  clauses,  neither 
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of  which  had  that  idea  in  it,  one  of  which  is  rejected  abso- 
lutely by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  as  wholly  a  mistaJ^e,  and  the 
other  is  too  vague  in  its  language  to  convey  even  what  plain- 
tiff claimed  for  it.  We  are  not  able,  therefore,  to  hold  with 
counsel  for  plaintiff,  that,  if  this  conveyance  does  not  carry 
the  title  to  any  lands  which  can  be  ascertained  by  that  de> 
scription  in  the  deed,  resort  can  be  had  to  the  alternative  that 
the  deed  was  intended  to  convey  any  land  that  might  ulti^ 
mately  come  to  Armstrong  under  the  treaty,  and  under  the 
selection,  and  under  the  assignment  to  Buffalo." 

We  are  entirely  satisfied  with  these  views.  It  results  that 
neither  the  description  by  metes  and  bounds,  nor  the  general 
description  of  the  lands  conveyed  by  the  deed  under  which 
the  plaintiff  claims,  is  sufficient  to  cover  the  lands  here  in 
dispute. 

Another  matter  deserves  notice.  It  is  found  as  a  fact  that 
if  the  lines  of  the  course  called  for  as  east  and  west  in  the 
deed  of  Armstrong  to  Prentice,  imder  which  the  plaintiff 
asserts  title,  were  exactly  reversed,  the  description  in  the  deed 
would  include  a  large  part  of  the  land  actually  selected  by 
Buffalo  Chief,  and  also  included  in  the  patents  from  the 
United  States.  But  this  fact  is  immaterial,  for  it  is  found 
that  if  the  course  were  reversed,  as  suggested,  it  would  not 
include  the  particular  lands  here  in  controversy. 

The  case  then  is  this :  Looking  into  the  deed,  under  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  title,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  we  find  there  a  specific  description, 
by  metes  and  bounds,  of  the  lands  conveyed,  followed  by  a 
general  description  which  must  be  held  to  have  been  intro- 
duced for  the  purpose  only  of  showing  the  grantor's  chain  of 
title,  and  not  as  an  independent  description  of  the  lands  so 
conveyed.  As  neither  description  is  sufficient  to  cover  the 
lands  in  suit,  there  can  be  no  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  in  this 
action  of  ejectment,  whatever  may  be  the  defect,  if  any,  in 
the  title  of  the  defendants.  If  this  were  a  suit  in  equity  to 
compel  a  reformation  of  the  deed  upon  the  ground  tliat,  by 
mistake  of  the  parties,  it  did  not  properly  describe  the  lands 
intended  to  be  conveyed,  and  if  such  a  suit  were  not  barred 
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by  time,  a  different  question  would  be  presented  upon  the 
merits. 

What  has  been  said  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider 
whether  the  deed  from  Armstrong  and  wife  to  Prentice  was 
so  acknowledged  and  certified  as  to  entitle  it  under  the  laws 
of  Minnesota  to  record  in  that  State,  and,  by  such  record, 
become  legal  notice  of  its  contents  to  Gilman  and  those 
claiming  under  him. 

We  perceive  no  error  in  the  record  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  and  the  judgment  is 

Affirmsd. 
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All  action  of  ejectment  was  brought  in  a  state  court  of  Alabama,  in  which 
tiie  i>artles  were  the  same,  the  lands  sought  to  be  recovered  were  the 
same,  the  issues  were  the  same  and  the  proof  was  the  same  as  In  this 
action.  That  case  was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  and  it 
was  there  held  that,  whilst  the  plaintiff^  and  those  whom  they  repre- 
sented had  no  legal  right  to  bring  an  action  of  ejectment  pending  a  life 
estate  in  the  premises,  yet,  in  view  of  a  probate  sale  of  the  reversionary 
Interest  and  the  recorded  ti^e  thereto,  and  of  the  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase price  into  the  estate  and  its  distribution  among  the  creditors  of 
the  estate,  the  heirs  had  an  equitable  right  to  commence  a  suit  to  remove 
the  cloud  on  the  title  which  the  probate  proceedings  created;  and,  inas- 
much as  they  had  failed  to  do  so  during  twenty  years,  their  right  of 
action  was  barred  under  the  doctrine  of  prescription.  The  statutes  of 
Alabama  provide  that  two  judgments  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  an 
action  of  ejectment,  or  in  an  action  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, between  the  same  parties,  in  which  the  same  title  is  put  in  issue, 
are  a  bar  to  any  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  land,  or  any  part  thereof, 
between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies,  founded  on  the  same  title. 
The  plaintU&i,  availing  themselves  of  this  statute,  brought  this  suit. 
Hddj  that,  although  the  judgment  of  this  court  might  be,  if  the  question 
were  before  it  for  original  consideration,  that  the  bar  of  the  statute 
would  only  begin  to  run  upon  the  death  of  the  holder  of  the  life  estate, 
yet  that,  the  court  of  last  resort  of  the  State  having  passed  upon  the 
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questions  when  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  prescription  began  to  be  opera- 
tive, and  when  the  parties  were  obliged  to  bring  their  action,  whether 
legal  or  equitable,  those  questions  were  purely  within  the  province  of 
that  court,  and  this  court  was  bound  to  apply  and  enforce  its  conclusions. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error,  as  heirs  of  Samael  P.  Hudson, 
brought  two  suits  of  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  certain 
lands.  By  agreement,  the  suits  were  consolidated  and  tried 
as  one.  After  judgment  on  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ants, the  case  was  brought  here  by  writ  of  error. 

Samuel  P.  Hudson,  a  resident  of  Calhoun  County,  in  the 
State  of  Alabama,  died  intestate  in  August,  1863.  At  the 
time  of  his  death  he  was  seized  of  certain  parcels  of  land  in 
Calhoun  County.  He  left  a  widow,  Eezia  A.  Hudson,  and 
several  children,  some  of  whom  were  minors.  James  F. 
Grant  was  appointed  administrator  of  his  estate  by  the 
probate  court. 

The  widow  petitioned  the  court  for  allotment  of  dower, 
and  after  due  proceedings,  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of 
Alabama,  her  right  of  dower  in  the  land  in  controversy  was 
duly  recognized  and  decreed. 

In  January,  1866,  the  administrator  petitioned  the  court  to 
order  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  saving  the  rights  of  dower 
of  the  widow,  in  order  to  pay  debts,  alleging  the  insufficiency 
of  the  personalty. 

To  this  petition  the  widow  and  heirs  were  made  defendants, 
and  a  guardian  ad  litem  was  appointed  to  represent  the 
minors.  A  day  was  set  for  the  hearing ;  all  parties,  including 
the  minors'  guardian,  were  duly  notified,  and  a  commission 
was  issued  for  the  examination  of  certain  witnesses.  The 
caption  of  the  interrogatories  to  be  addressed  to  these  witr 
nesses  recited  that  the  answers,  when  taken,  "were  to  be 
used  in  evidence  before  said  court  on  the  hearing  of  and  in 
behalf  of  the  application  made  by  James  F.  Grant,  adminis- 
trator of  said  estate,  to  sell  land  belonging  to  said  estate." 
The  witnesses  named  appeared  before  the  commissioners 
appointed  by  the  probate  court  and  testified  as  to  their 
knowledge  of  the  land  and  of  the  heirs  and  distributees,  and 
swore  that,  to  the  best  of  their  information  and  belief,  the 


BALKAM  V,  WOODSTOCK  IBON   CO.  179 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

personal  property  of  the  estate  was  insufficient  to  pay  the 
debts.  The  caption  to  the  answers  of  each  of  the  witnesses 
recites  that  they  were  sworn  and  examined  by  virtae  of  a 
comniission  issued  out  of  the  probate  court  of  Calhoun  County, 
Alabama,  "  in  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  Samuel  P.  Hudson, 
deceased,  the  application  of  James  F.  Grant  to  sell  land." 
The  certificate  of  the  commissioners  attests  '^  the  examination 
of  the  witnesses  in  the  above-stated  matter  of  Samuel  P. 
Hudson,  deceased,  on  the  application  of  J.  F.  Grant,  Admin- 
istrator, to  sell  land."  The  answers  of  the  witnesses  under 
the  commission  were  returned  to  the  probate  court,  and  were 
filed  by  the  judge  thereof  on  the  10th  of  February,  1866. 
On  the  16th  of  February,  1866,  the  day  set  for  the  hearing 
of  the  petition,  the  following  order  was  entered: 

"  Probate  Court  for  Calhoun  County,  Alabama. 

"  Febbuaby  15"*,  A.D.  1866. 

"  This  being  the  day  set  by  a  former  order  of  this  court, 
the  9th  day  of  January,  a.d.  1866,  to  hear  and  determine 
upon  the  petition  of  James  F.  Grant,  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  Samuel  P.  Hudson,  deceased,  for  the  sale  of  the 
following-described  lands  belonging  to  said  estate  for  the 
purpose  of  pajring  the  debts  of  the  said  estate,  to  wit : 

[Here  follows  a  description  of  the  real  estate.] 
*  *  «  *  « 

^^  And  comes  the  said  Grant  and  prays  that  his  said  petition 
and  application  for  the  sale  of  the  above-described  land  be 
heard  and  determined  at  this  term  of  the  court,  and  it  appear- 
ing to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  notice  of  the  filing  of 
said  petition  and  of  the  day  set  for  the  hearing  of  the  same 
had  been  given  according  to  law,  thereupon  the  court  pro- 
ceeds to  hear  and  determine  upon  the  facts  of  the  said 
petition ;  and  comes  into  court  L.  W.  Cannon,  as  the  guardian 
of  the  minor  heirs  of  said  decedent,  and  denies  each  and  all 
of  the  allegations  of  said  petition,  and  thereupon  said  admin- 
istrator introduces  witnesses  to  sustain  the  same,  and,  after 
hearing  all  the  testimony  in  the  case,  the  court  is  of  opinion 
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that  the  allegations  of  said  petition  are  folly  sustained  by  tbe 
evidence  in  the  case.  It  is  therefore  ordered  and  decr^  by 
the  court  that  the  above-described  lands,  as  belonging  to 
said  estate,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  directed  to  be  sold 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  said  estate,  subject,  however, 
to  the  widow's  dower  interest  in  said  lands. 

"  It  is  further  ordered  that  said  lands  be  sold  on  a  credit  of 
one  and  two  years,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  sale. 

"  It  is  further  ordered  that  said  administrator,  after  adver- 
tising the  sale  of  said  lands  in  the  Jacksonville  Bepublican 
for  three  weeks,  giving  the  time,  place,  and  terms  of  sale, 
proceed  to  sell  the  said  lands  known  as  the  Steam  Mill  tract, 
at  Blue  Mountain,  and  the  Nunnelly  place  and  town  lots, 
before  the  court-house  door,  in  the  town  of  Jacksonville,  Ala. 
«  «  #  *  * 

^^  It  is  ordered  that  said  land  be  sold  at  public  auction  to 
the  highest  bidder,  and  that  said  administrator  secure  the 
purchase-money  for  said  lands  by  taking  notes  with  two  good 
solvent  sureties. 

«  *  *  *  * 

"A.  Woods,  Judge  of  ProbaJUP 

At  the  sale  thus  ordered,  the  widow,  Kezia  A.  Hudson, 
purchased  the  reversionary  interest  in  the  lands  in  contro- 
versy for  $4:60.  The  administrator  duly  reported  the  sale  to 
the  probate  court,  stating  in  his  report  that  he  had  adjudi- 
cated to  Kezia  A.  Hudson  the  ^'  remainder  after  the  demands 
of  the  dower  interest  in  the  land,"  which  had  been  set  apart 
as  Mrs.  Hudson's  dower.  This  report  was  sworn  to  by  the 
administrator,  and  on  May  15,  1866,  an  order  was  passed 
approving  the  same,  and  ordering  it  to  be  filed.  Afterwards 
the  administrator  made  a  formal  deed  to  the  widow,  which 
reads  as  follows : 

"Whereas  I,  James  F.  Grant,  administrator  of  all  and 
singular  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights,  and  credits  of  the 
estate  of  Samuel  P.  Hudson,  deceased,  did  as  said  adminis- 
trator apply  —  and  obtain  an  order  from  the  probate  court  of 
Calhoun  County,  State  of  Alabama,  for  an  order  to  sell  the 
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real  estate  of  which  the  said  Samael  P.  Hudson  died  seized 
and  possessed,  subject,  however,  to  the  widow  of  said  deceased's 
right  of  dower;  and  whereas  said  widow  did  apply  to  said 
court  of  probate  to  have  dower  allowed  to  her  out  of  said 
lands,  and  prior  to  the  time  said  sale  was  brought  there  was 
set  off  and  allowed  to  Mrs.  Eezia  A.  Hudson,  widow  of  said 
deceased,  the  following  lands,  to  wit : 

[Here  follows  a  description  of  the  lands.] 
«  *  *  «  « 

**Now,  know  ye  that,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the 
foregoing  premises  and  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  four 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  to  me  in  hand  paid  by  the  said 
Kezia  A.  Hudson,  the  receipt  of  which  is  hereby  acknowl- 
edged, I,  as  such  administrator,  have  this  day  bargained  and 
sold,  and  do  by  these  presents  bargain,  sell,  and  convey  unto 
the  said  Kezia  A.  Hudson,  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  all 
the  remaining  interest  or  right  which  there  is  of  the  said 
lands ;  to  have  and  to  hold  to  the  said  Kezia  A.  Hudson,  her 
heirs  and  assigns  forever,  but  I  am  in  no  event  personally 
liable  upon  the  covenants  of  this  deed. 

'^In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and 
affixed  my  seal  this  9th  day  of  April,  a.d.  1866. 

"  J.  F.  Grant,     [seal.] 
"  Administrator  of  Sanvuel  P.  Hfidsan^  DeceaaedP 

Upon  which  deed  are  the  following  endorsements,  to  wit : 

"  State  of  Alabama,  ) 
Calhoun  County.   ) 

^'I,  Alexander  Woods,  judge  of  probate  in  and  for  said 
county,  hereby  certify  that  J.  F.  Grant,  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  S.  P.  Hudson,  deceased,  who  is  known  to  me,  ac- 
knowledged before  me  on  this  day  that,  being  informed  of 
the  contents  of  the  conveyance,  he  executed  the  same  volun- 
tarily as  such  administrator  on  the  day  the  same  bears  date. 

^  Given  under  my  hand  this  9th  day  of  April,  a.d.  1866. 

«  A.  Woods,  Judge  of  ProbaUr 
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"  Ffled  in  office  April  9th,  1866,  and  recorded  April  16th, 
1866,  and  that  the  deed  had  on  it  fifty  cents  revenue  stamps, 
this  16th  day  of  April,  a.d.  1866. 

A.  Woods,  Judge  of  Probate. 

"  The  State  op  Alabama,  \^ 
Calhowri  County,  \ 
"  I,  E.  F.  Crook,  judge  of  the  court  of  probate  and  ex  officio 
clerk  of  said  court,  in  and  for  said  county  and  State,  do 
hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  three  pages,  inclusive, 
contain  a  true  and  correct  transcript  of  deed  of  J.  F.  Grant, 
administrator  of  estate  of  S.  P.  Hudson,  deceased,  to  Eezia 
A.  Hudson^  as  fuUy  and  as  completely  as  appears  of  record 
in  my  office. 

'^  Given  under  my  hand  at  office,  in  the  town  of  Jackson- 
ville, Alabama,  on  this  the  15th  day  of  August,  a.d.  1888. 

"E.  F.Crook, 
"  Judge  of  Probate  cmd  ex  officio  Clerk  of  said 
Courty  Calhoun  Covm^ty,  Ala.^^ 

On  May  9, 1866,  the  administrator  prayed  the  court  that 
the  estate  of  his  intestate  might  be  declared  insolvent,  and 
after  due  hearing  and  notice  to  all  parties  in  interest,  the 
prayer  was  granted. 

Mrs.  Hudson,  the  purchaser  of  the  reversionary  interest,  lived 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  with  her  children,  on  the  lands  boagbt 
by  her.  Subsequently  she  conveyed  them  to  the  firm  of 
Sherman  &  Boynton,  who  in  turn  conveyed  them  to  H.  L 
Jeffers,  and  he  again  to  the  Woodstock  Iron  Company,  one 
of  the  defendants  in  errer,  which  latter  sold  a  portion  of  the 
lands  to  the  Anniston  Land  and  Improvement  Company,  and 
that  corporation  conveyed  it  to  the  Anniston  City  Land  Com- 
pany, and,  as  was  admitted,  all  the  purchasers  went  into  pos- 
session at  the  time  of  their  respective  conveyances  and  held 
the  lands  openly  and  unequivocally  as  owners  thereof.  The 
property,  since  the  sale,  has  become  very  valuable,  a  portion 
of  it  being  within  the  municipal  limits  of  the  town  of  Annis- 
ton and  the  other  portion  adjacent  thereto.  Mrs.  Hudson 
died  June  26,  1879. 
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On  June  28, 1887,  action  was  brought  by  the  heirs  of  Sam- 
uel P.  Hudson  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Calhoun  County  to 
recover  the  lands  which  had  been  sold  in  the  probate  proceed- 
ings. In  that  suit  the  parties  were  the  same,  the  lands  were 
the  same,  the  issues  were  the  same,  and  the  proof  was  the 
same  as  in  the  case  now  before  us.  Judgment  was  given  in 
the  Circuit  Court  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs.  This  judgment, 
on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama,  was  reversed, 
on  the  ground  that  whatever  rights  the  plaintiffs  might  have 
originally  possessed  were  barred  by  prescription.  Woodstock 
Iron  Co.  V.  FuUenwider^  87  Alabama,  584,  587. 

Section  2714  of  the  Code  of  Alabama  provides:  "Two 
judgments  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  ejectment, 
or  in  an  action  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  ejectment,  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  in  which  the  same  title  is  put  in  issue, 
is  a  bar  to  any  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  land,  or  any  part 
thereof,  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies,  founded  on 
the  same  title."  Availing  themselves  of  this  provision  of  the 
Alabama  law,  the  plaintiffs  thereupon  brought  these  suits  in 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  Alabama.  As  before  stated,  the  parties,  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  are  the  same,  the  issues  are  the  same,  and  the 
proof  is  the  same  as  in  the  case  finally  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State.  Under  instructions  from  the  court  there 
was  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  The  instructions  will  be 
found  reported  in  43  Fed.  Rep.  648.  The  facts  were  admitted 
below,  and  therefore  the  issues  presented  are  altogether  ques- 
•  tions  of  law,  and  were  aU  reserved  by  bill  of  exception  taken 
during  the  trial  below. 

Mr.  J.  A.W.  Smith  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  J.  J.  WiUett  and  Mr.  John  B.  Knox  for  defendants  in 
error.    Mr.  John  M.  McKleroy  was  on  their  brief. 

Ms.  Justice  White,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiffs  rest  their  case  upon  an  attack  upon  the  pro- 


184  OCTOBER  TERM,  1893. 

Opinion  of  the  Court 

bate  proceedings,  which  they  assert  to  be  absolutely  void,  Ist, ' 
because  the  proof  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  sale  was  not 
'^  taken  by  deposition,  as  in  chancery  cases ; "  and,  2d,  because 
there  was  no  order  of  the  court  authorizing  the  adniinistrator 
to  make*  a  deed  of  the  property  to  the  purchaser.  The  first ' 
contention  is  based  upon  the  language  of  the  decree  of  sale, 
which  is  as  follows :  ^'  And  thereupon  said  administrator  in- 
troduces witnesses  to  sustain  the  same,  and  after  hearing  all 
the  testimony  in  the  case,  the  court  is  of  opinion,"  etc. ;  and 
it  is  urged  that  this  statement,  '^  the  administrator  introduces 
witnesses,"  necessarily  imports  that  depositions  were  not 
^^  taken  as  in  chancery  cases,"  according  to  the  requirement 
of  the  Alabama  statute. 

We  are  also  told  that  the  depositions  which  were  ordered 
to  be  taken  by  the  Probate  Judge  for  the  purpose  of  the  in- 
quiry, and  which  when  taken  were  filed  by  him  and  consti- 
tuted part  of  the  probate  record,  cannot  be  considered,  because 
the  opinion  makes  no  reference  to  them,  and,  therefore,  we 
must  presume  that  they  do  not  exist ;  and  the  contention  as 
to  the  deed  is  that  it  furnishes  no  evidence  of  title,  because 
there  was  no  specific  order  of  the  court  to  make  it,  although 
the  sale  was  reported  to  the  court  and  by  it  confirmed,  and 
although  the  deed,  when  made,  was  returned  to  the  probate 
court,  certified  by  the  judge,  and  by  him  duly  put  of  record. 

These  very  technical  contentions  are  in  conflict  with  the 
elementary  rules  by  which  the  sanctity  of  probate  proceedings 
are  upheld,  and  are  based  on  the  terms  of  an  Alabama  statute, 
to  which,  we  are  told,  a  construction  has  been  given  by  the  % 
courts  of  that  State,  which,  however  narrow  and  technical, 
is  binding  upon  us. 

The  following  provisions  are  found  in  the  Alabama  Code : 

'^2612  (3223).  Civil  suits  must  be  commenced,  after  the 
cause  of  action  has  accrued,  within  the  periods  prescribed  in 
this  chapter,  and  not  afterwards." 

"  2614:  (3225).  Within  ten  years.     1.     .     .     . 

^^  2.  Actions  for  the  recovery  of  lands,  tenements,  heredita- 
ments, or  the  possession  thereof,  except  as  herein  otherwise 
provided." 
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^^2624  (3236).  If  any  one  entitled  to  bring  the  actions 
enumerated  in  this  chapter,  or  make  an  entry  on  land,  or  de- 
fence founded  on  the  title  to  real  property,  be,  at  the  time 
such  right  accrues,  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  a 
married  woman,  or  insane,  or  imprisoned  on  a  criminal  charge 
for  any  term  less  than  for  life,  he  or  she  shall  have  three  years 
after  the  termination  of  such  disability  to  bring  suit,  or  make 
entry  or  defence ;  but  no  disability  shall  extend  the  period 
of  limitation  so  as  to  allow  such  action  to  be  commenced,  or 
entry  or  defence  made,  after  the  lapse  of  twenty  years  from 
the  time  the  cause  of  action  or  right  accrued ;  nor  shall  this 
exception  extend  to  a  married  woman  in  respect  to  her  sepa- 
rate estate." 

We  excerpt  the  following  from  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Alabama,  in  the  case  of  Woodstock  Iron  Co.  v. 
FiMenwider: 

^^  The  defendants,  who  are  appellants  in  this  court,  contend, 
on  the  contrary,  that  all  irregularities  of  sale  and  defects  of 
title,  under  the  admitted  facts  of  the  case,  are  cured  by  the 
presumptions  arising  from  the  lapse  of  twenty  years,  under 
the  broad  doctrine  of  prescription,  now  so  thoroughly  estab- 
lished in  this  State. 

^'  The  plaintifb  certainly  had  no  right  to  sue  in  ejectment 
for  these  lands  before  the  death  of  the  widow,  who  was  ten- 
ant for  life,  her  possession,  so  far  at  least  as  concerns  the 
legal  title  in  the  reversion,  not  being  adverse  or  hostile  to 
the  heirs,  during  the  continuance  of  such  particular  estate. 
*  *  «  «  « 

"  In  considering  this  question,  we  shall  regard  the  conten- 
tion of  the  appellees  as  well  taken,  so  far  as  to  assume  that 
the  sale  of  the  administrator  conferred  no  legal  title  to  the 
reversion  on  the  widow  as  purchaser  under  the  probate  pro- 
ceedings in  March,  1866. 

'^Regarding  the  proceedings  in  the  probate  court  as  void 
at  law  for  the  reasons  stated,  what,  we  may  inquire,  were  the 
equitable  rights,  if  any,  acquired  under  it  by  tlje  purchaser  ? 
This  question  has  been  fully  settled  by  our  past  decisions. 
Where  land  of  a  decedent  is  sold  by. the  probate  court  for  the 
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payment  of  debts,  or  for  distribution,  and  the  proceeding  is^ 
void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  otherwise,  and  the  purchase- 
money,  being  paid  to  the  administrator,  is  applied  by  him  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  decedent's  estate,  or  is  dis- 
tributed to  the  heirs ;  while  the  sale  is  so  far  veid  as  to  con- 
vey no  title  at  law,  the  purchaser  nevertheless  acquires  an 
equitable  title  to  the  lands,  which  will  be  recognized  in  a 
court  of  equity.  And  he  may  resort  to  a  court  of  equity  to 
compel  the  heirs  or  devisees  to  elect  a  ratification  or  rescis- 
sion of  the  contract  of  purchase.  It  is  deemed  unconscion- 
able that  the  heirs  or  devisees  should  reap  the  fruits  of  the 
purchaser's  payment  of  money,  appropriated  to  the  dischaige 
of  debts,  which  were  a  charge  on  the  lands,  and  at  the  same 
time  recover  the  lands.  They  are  estopped  to  deny  the 
validity  of  the  sale,  and  at  the  same  time  enjoy  the  benefits 
derived  from  the  appropriation  of  the  purchase-money.  And 
this  principle  applies  to  minors  as  well  as  adults.  Bland  v. 
Bowiej  53  Alabama,  152;  Bell  v.  Craiffj  52  Alabama,  215; 
Robertson  v.  Bradford^  73  Alabama,  116.  See  also  Oaney  v, 
Sikes,  76  Alabama,  421." 

The  court  then  proceeded  to  hold  that,  whilst  the  heirs  of 
Hudson  had  no  legal  right  to  bring  an  action  of  ejectment 
pending  the  life  estate,  in  view  of  t&e  probate  sale  of  the 
reversionary  interest  and  the  recorded  title  thereto,  and  of 
the  payment  of  the  price  into  the  estate  and  its  distribution 
among  the  creditors  of  the  estate,  the  heirs  had  an  equitable 
right  to  bring  an  action  to  remove  the  cloud  on  the  title 
which  the  probate  proceedings  created ;  and  inasmuch  as  they 
had  failed  to  do  so  during  twenty  years,  their  right  of  action 
was  barred  under  the  doctrine  of  prescription.  We  again 
quote : 

"  Here,  then,  was  the  capacity  to  sue  in  a  court  of  equity, 
so  as  to  sweep  away  a  cloud  on  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs,  and, 
by  an  oflfer  to  do  equity,  to  have  the  equitable  title  of  the 
defendants,  acquired  at  the  void  sale,  divested  out  of  them 
by  decree  of  a  court  of  chancery.  A  failure  to  exercise  this 
right  for  over  twenty  years  is  such  lacJies  as  authorizes  the 
inference  that  the  right  to  do  so  is  barred  in  any  one  of  the 
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modes  in  which  that  result  may  be  effected.  If  the  only 
existing  right  of  action  on  the  plaintiffs'  part  were  at  law  — 
if  his  only  laches^  or  slumbering  on  his  rights,  consisted  in  his 
failure  to  sue  at  law — then,  as  we  have  often  said,  *the  only 
fact  open  to  inquiry,  in  such  cases,  would  be  the  character  of 
defendants'  possession,  either  in  its  original  acquisition,  or  in 
its  continued  use,  as  being,  on  the  one  hand,  permissive  and  in 
subordination,  or,  on  the  other,  hostile  and  adverse.'  Long  v. 
Parmer^  81  Alabama,  384:;  and  cases  cited  on  p.  388.  But 
the  lacJies  here  imputed  to  the  plaintiffs  is  the  fact  of  having 
allowed  the  probate  court  proceedings  to  remain  unassailed 
for  over  twenty  years  —  proceedings  under  which,  though 
void  at  law,  a  good  equitable  title  to  the  reversion  had  been 
acquired,  accompanied  with  possession  and  claim  of  owner- 
ship, on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  and  her  sub-vendees,  during 
the  whole  of  this  long  period." 

'  The  conclusion  of  the  Alabama  court  is  assailed  here  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  unsound  in  law.  Whilst,  of  course,  as  the 
statutes  of  the  State  of  Alabama  allow  two  actions  in  eject- 
ment, the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama  does  not 
constitute  "the  thing  adjudged"  in  the  case  before  us,  we 
think  the  rule  under  which  we  follow  state  statutes  of  limita- 
tion and  the  construction  of  such  statutes  by  the  state  courts 
compels  us  to  treat  the  doctrine  here  announced  as  conclusive 
of  the  present  case,  so  far  as  this  court  is  concerned.  The 
whole  subject  was  very  fully  reviewed  by  this  court  in  the 
case  of  BauBerman  v.  Blunts  147  U.  S.  647.  There,  through 
Mr.  Justice  Gray,  we  said : 

"  By  a  provision  inserted  in  the  first  judiciary  act  of  the 
United  States  and  continued  in  force  ever  since.  Congress  has 
enacted  that  ^  the  laws  of  the  several  States,  except  where  the 
Constitution,  treaties  or  statutes  of  the  United 'States  other- 
wise require  or  provide,  shall  be  regarded  as  rules  of  decision 
in  trials  at  common  law,  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in 
cases  where  they  apply.'  Act  of  September  24,  1789,  c.  20, 
§  34,  1  Stat.  92 ;  Rev.  Stat.  §  721.  No  laws  of  the  several 
States  have  been  more  steadfastly  or  more  often  recognized  by 
this  court,  from  the  beginning,  as  rules  of  decision  in  the 
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courts  of  the  United  States,  than  statutes  of  limitations  of 
actions,'  real  and  personal,  as  enacted  by  the  legislature  of  a 
State,  and  as  construed  by  its  highest  court.  Higginson 
V.  Mein,  4:  Cranch,  415,  419,  420 ;  Shelby  v.  Guy,  11  Wheat 
361,  367;  Bdl  v.  Morrison,  1  Pet.  351,  360;  Henderson  v. 
OHffin,  5  Pet.  151 ;  Grem  v.  Neal,  6  Pet.  291,  297-300 ; 
McElmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet.  312,  327 ;  Earpending  v.  Dutch 
Church,  16  Pet.  455, 493 ;  Leffingwdl  v.  Warren,  2  Black,  599 ; 
Solm  V.  Waterson,  17  Wall.  596,  600;  Tioga  RaH/road  v. 
Bhsshurg  cfe  Coming  Railroad,  20  Wall.  137 ;  KOhe  v.  Ditto, 
93  U.  S.  674 ;  Da/oie  v.  Briggs,  97  U.  S.  628,  637 ;  Amy  v. 
Dubuque,  98  IT.  S.  470 ;  MiUs  v.  SooU,  99  U.  S.  25, 28 ;  Moores 
V.  National  Bank,  104  U.  S.  625 ;  Michigan  Insurance  Bank 
V.  Mdred,  130  U.  8.  693,  696;  Penjield  v.  Chesapeake  dkc. 
Railroad,  134  U.  S.  351 ;  Barney  v.  Odrichs,  138  U.  S.  629. 

"In  Patten  v.  Easton,  1  Wheat.  476,  482,  and  again  in 
Powell  V.  Harman,  2  Pet.  241,  this  court  had  construed  % 
Tennessee  statute  of  limitations  of  real  actions  in  accordance 
with  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Ck>urt  of  the  State,  made 
since  the  first  of  those  cases  was  certified  up  to  this  court,  and 
supposed  to  have  settled  the  construction  of  the  statute.  Yet 
in  Green  v.  Neal,  6  Pet.  291,  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States,  which  had  held  itself  bound  by  those 
cases  in  this  court,  was  reversed,  because  of  more  recent  decis- 
ions of  the  state  court,  establishing  the  opposite  construc- 
tion." 

Nor  can  the  case  before  us  be  saved  from  the  operation  of 
the  rule  thus  stated  by  the  contention  that  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  State  of  Alabama  has  misconstrued  its  statutes  or  has 
adopted  a  rule  of  limitation  or  prescription  in  conflict  there- 
with. In  Leffingwell  v.  Warren,  2  Black,  699, 603,  Mr.  Justice 
Swayne,  speaking  for  the  court,  thus  laid  down  the  rule : 

"  The  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  the  absence  of  legis- 
lation upon  the  subject  by  Congress,  recognize  the  statutes  of 
limitations  of  the  several  States,  and  give  them  the  same  con- 
struction and  effect  which  are  given  by  the  local  tribunals. 
They  are  a  rule  of  decision  under  the  34th  section  of  the  Judi- 
cial Act  of  1789.    The  construction  given  to  a  statute  of  a 
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State  by  the  highest  judicial  tribunal  of  such  State  is  regarded 
as  a  part  of  the  statute,  and  is  as  binding  upon  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  as  the  text.  ...  If  the  highest  judicial  trib- 
unal of  a  State  adopt  new  views  as  to  the  proper  construction 
of  such  a  statute,  and  reverse  its  former  decisions,  this  court 
will  follow  the  latest  settled  adjudications." 

These  views  meet  every  point  presented  here  and  do  not  in 
any  way  conflict  with  Burgess  v.  Sdigrrum^  107  U.  S.  20,  32 ; 
Carroll  v.  Smithy  111  U.  S.  556,  562 ;  or  Gibson  v.  I/yoriy  115 
U.  S.  439.  None  of  those  cases  involved  the  question  of  the 
conclusiveness  on  this  court  of  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  a 
State  as  to  a  statute  of  limitations  and  the  bar  created  thereby. 
It  may  be  that,  if  the  question  were  before  us  for  original 
consideration,  we  should  hold  that  the  right  of  the  heirs  to  sue 
did  not  arise  until  after  the  death  of  the  holder  of  the  life  estate, 
and  therefore,  that  the  bar  of  the  statute  would  only  then 
begin  to  run ;  but  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  pass  upon  that 
question.  When  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  prescription,  under 
the  laws  and  decisions  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  began  to  be 
operative  has  been  construed  by  the  court  of  last  resort  of 
that  State.  Necessarily  the  determination  of  when  the  par- 
ties had  a  right  to  sue  was  a  question  concerning  the  construc- 
tion when  the  prescription  commenced  to  run,  or  when  they 
were  obliged  to  bring  their  action,  whether  legal  or  equitable. 
Those  questions  were  purely  within  the  province  of  the  Su- 
preme C!ourt  of  Alabama.  In  deciding  them  it  passed  upon 
its  own  statutes  of  limitations  or  the  doctrines  of  prescription 
as  applied  by  it,  and  we  are  obliged  to  apply  and  enforce  their 
conclusions. 

To  endorse  the  position  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  we  should 
be  compelled  at  the  same  time  to  disregard  the  elementary 
rales  by  which  decrees  of  probate  are  sanctioned  and  upheld, 
on  the  ground  of  a  technical  construction  which,  it  is  asserted, 
we  are  compelled  to  adopt  because  of  the  decisions  of  the  state 
court  of  Alabama,  and  to  depart  from  the  settled  rule  under 
which  this  court  adheres  to  the  decision  of  state  courts  of  last 
resort  in  construing  statutes  of  limitation  or  enforcing  the 
doctrine  of  prescription.     In  other  words,  the  success  of  the 
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plaintiffs'  case  depends  upon  oar  adhering  to  the  rule  by 
which  we  follow  the  construction  of  state  courts  in  a  state 
matter  on  the  one  hand  and  departing  from  it  on  the  other. 

JudgmerU  affirmed, 

Mr.  JusnoB  Jaokson,  not  having  heard  the  argument,  took 
no  part  in  the  decision  of  this  cause. 


NORTHEKN  PACIFIC  RAILROAD  COMPANY 
V.  BABCOCK. 

EBSOB    TO  THE    OIBOUn    OOUBT    OF  THB   UNirSD   STATES  FOB   THl 
DISTRICT  OF  MINNESOTA. 

No.  828.    Submitted  March  28, 1894.  ~  Decided  May  28, 18M. 

In  an  action  by  the  representatiyes  of  a  railroad  employ^  against  the  com- 
pany, to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  the  employ^,  caused  by  an 
accident  while  in  its  employ,  which  is  tried  In  a  different  State  from  that 
in  which  the  contract  of  employment  was  made  and  in  which  the  acci- 
dent took  place,  the  right  to  recover  and  the  limit  of  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  are  governed  by  the  lex  lod^  and  not  by  the  lex  fori. 

A  railroad  company  is  bound  to  furnish  sound  machinery  for  the  use  of  its 
employes,  and  if  one  of  them  is  killed  in  an  accident  caused  by  a  defec- 
tive snow-plough,  the  right  of  his  representative  to  recover  damages 
therefor  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  some  two  weeks  before  he  was 
sent  out  with  the  defective  machinery,  he  had  discovered  the  defect,  and 
had  notified  the  master  mechanic  of  it,  and  the  latter  had  undertaken  to 
have  it  repaired. 

Some  alleged  errors  in  the  charge  of  the  court  below  are  examined  and  held 
to  have  no  merit. 

The  plaintiff  below,  who  was  the  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  Hugh  M.  Munro,  sued  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
Fourth  Judicial  District  of  Minnesota  to  recover  $25,000 
damages  for  the  killing  of  Munro  on  the  10th  day  of  January, 
1888,  at  or  near  a  station  known  as  Gray  Cliff  on  the 
Northern  Pacific  Eailway  in  the  Territory  of  Montana.  The 
complaint  contained  the  following  allegations : 
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"That  on  the  said  10th  day  of  January,  1888,  the  said 
Hngh  M.  Munro,  now  deceased,  was  in  the  employ  of  the  said 
-defendant  corporation  within  the  Territory  of  Montana  in  the 
<3apacity  of  locomotive  engineer  for  hire  and  reward  by  the 
said  defendant  paid,  and  that  the  duty  of  running  a  locomo- 
tive engine  upon  said  defendant's  line  of  railway  within  said 
Territory  was  by  said  defendant  assigned  to  said  Hugh  M. 
Munro  on  the  said  10th  day  of  January,  1888,  and  the 
defendant  directed  and  ordered  the  said  Hugh  M.  Munn>  to 
run  a  certain  locomotive  engine,  the  property  of  said  defend- 
ant, known  as  engine  No.  161,  over  and  upon  its  said  railway 
in  said  Territory;  that  prior  to  and  at  the  time  the  said 
orders  were  so  presented  to  said  Munro  there  had  been  and 
then  was  a  severe  snow  storm  in  progress,  and  defendant's 
line  of  railway  over  and  upon  which  said  Munro  was  so 
ordered  to  run  said  engine  was  covered  with  drifting  snow 
theretofore  accumulated  thereon  and  then  fast  accumulating, 
notwithstanding  which  the  said  defendant  corporation  did 
wilfully,  improperly,  negligently,  and  carelessly  refuse  and 
neglect  to  send  a  snow-plow  ahead  of  said  engine  No.  161  to 
clear  the  snow  and  ice  from  said  defendant's  said  track  which 
had  accumulated  and  was  accumulating  thereon  by  reason  of 
said  storm,  so  as  to  render  the  passage  of  said  engine  No.  161 
safe  and  proper. 

"That  there  was  attached  to  the  forward  part  of  said 
engine  No.  161  a  certain  attachment  known  as  a  pilot-plow, 
an  appliance  constructed  thereon  for  the  purpose  of  clearing 
the  railway  of  snow  and  ice  accumulated  thereon  and  render 
.safe  the  passage  of  the  engine  to  which  said  plow  was 
attached  over  and  upon  said  railway  of  defendant. 

"That  on  the  said  10th  day  of  January,  1888,  the  said 
defendant  corporation  knowingly,  wilfully,  negligently,  and 
carelessly  allowed  to  be  and  remain  upon  said  engine  No.  161, 
attached  thereto  as  aforesaid,  a  certain  pilot-plow,  the  iron 
braces,  bolts,  and  rods  of  which  were  broken,  imperfect,  and 
insufficient,  by  reason  of  which  condition  the  said  plow  was 
loose  and  insufficiently  secured  to  the  pilot  of  said  engine, 
allowing  the  said  pilot  to  raise  up  and  ride  over  obstructing 
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snow  and  ice  instead  of  cutting  through  the  same,  as  was  the 
intention  of  its  construction,  rendering  the  running  of  said 
engine  upon  said  railway  dangerous,  and  that  the  said  de- 
fendant well  knew  of  the  broken,  defective,  and  dangerous 
condition  of  said  engine  No.  161  at  the  time  the  said  Hugh 
M.  Munro  was  so  ordered  to  run  the  same  upon  and  over  said 
railway,  notwithstanding  which  the  said  defendant  corpora- 
tion did  negligently  and  carelessly  furnish  to  said  Hugh  M. 
Munro  said  engine  with  the  said  broken  and  imperfect  pilot- 
plow  attached  thereto  to  run  over  and  upon  its  said  line  of 
railway. 

'^  That  while  said  Hugh  M.  Munro  was  running  said  engine 
in  performance  of  his  duty  as  such  engineer  and  pursuant  to 
the  orders  of  said  defendant  corporation,  and  before  daylight 
'  on  said  10th  day  of  January,  1888,  near  Oray  Cliff,  in  said 
Territory  of  Montana,  the  said  engine  struck  an  accumulation 
of  snow  and  ice  which  said  defendant  had  carelessly  and 
negligently  allowed  to  accumulate  upon  its  said  railway  track, 
and  the  pilot-plow  of  said  engine,  by  reason  of  its  broken, 
loose,  and  imperfect  condition  aforesaid,  did  ride  upon  said 
accumulation  of  snow  and  ice,  thereby  derailing  said  engine 
and  throwing  the  same  from  said  railway  track,  whereby  the 
said  Hugh  M.  Munro  was  instantly  killed. 

*  *  *  *  « 

"That  the  law  of  the  Territory  of  Montana  governing 
actions  for  recovery  of  damages  for  causing  death  was  on  the 
10th  day  of  January,  1888,  and  now  is  sections  13  and  14  of 
title  II.  of  said  chapter  1  of  the  first  division  of  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  of  the  Territory  of  Montana;  which  said  sections 
of  said  law  of  said  Territory  are  in  the  words  and  figures 
following,  viz. : 

"  ^  Sbotion  13.  A  father,  or,  in  case  of  his  death  or  desertion 
of  his  family,  the  mother,  may  maintain  an  action  for  the 
injury  or  death  of  a  child,  or  a  guardian  for  the  injury  or 
death  of  his  ward. 

"  *  Section  14.  Where  the  death  of  a  person  not  being  a 
minor  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  or  neglect  of  another,  his 
heirs  or  personal  representatives  may  maintain  an  action  for 
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damages  against  the  person  causing  the  death,  or  if  such 
person  be  employed  by  another  person  who  is  responsible  for 
his  action,  then  also  against  such  other  person.  In  every  action 
under  this  and  the  preceding  section  such  damages  may  be 
given  as  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  be  just.' " 

The  case  was  removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Minnesota,  where  an  answer  was 
filed  by  the  defendant,  denying  the  averments  of  the  complaint, 
and  alleging  that  the  death  of  Munro  was  caused  s<$lely  by 
his  negligence  and  carelessness,  and  not  by  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant  or  any  of  its  servants  or  employes. 

There  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  below  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  $10,000.  To  review  that  judgment  this  writ  of 
error  was  sued  out.    The  errors  assigned  were  as  follows : 

"  First.  The  court  erred  in  charging  the  jury  as  follows : 
*  Did  it  fail  to  discharge  any  duty  which  the  law  imposed 
upon  it  for  the  safety  of  its  employ^,  the  plaintiff's  intestate  ?  * 
If  it  did,  and  if  such  negligence  was  the  cause  of  the  death  of 
the  engineer,  Munro,  then  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.' 

"Second.  The  court  erred  further  in  charging  the  jury 
as  follows :  ^  The  charge  in  this  complaint  is  that  this  death 
was  caused  by  the  derailment  of  the  engine,  which  took  place 
because  the  plow  was  out  of  repair  as  described,  or,  at  least, 
that  the  defendant  had  not  used  reasonable  care  in  clearing 
its  track,  and  that  when  the  engineer  in  that  condition  arrived 
at  this  cut,  two  miles  from  Gray  Cliff,  the  snow  had  accumu- 
lated to  such  an  extent  that  the  engine  was  thereby  derailed, 
and  that  it  was  this  negligence  which  caused  the  death.' 

"Third.  The  court  erred  further  in  charging  the  jury  as 
follows :  ^  Many  States  have  different  laws.  The  law  in  this 
State  until  recently  was  that  only  $5000  could  be  given  in  a 
case  of  death.    It  has  lately  been  increased  to  $10,000.' 

"  Fourth.  The  court  erred  further  in  charging  the  jury  as 
follows :  *  If  you  believe  from  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  that 
theplaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  then  it  is  for  you  to  deter^ 
mine  what  compensation  you  will  give  for  the  death  of  the 
plaintiff's  intestate.  The  law  of  Montana  limits  it  to  such 
an  amount  as  you  think  it  would  be  proper  under  all  circum- 
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stances  of  the  case,  and  that  is  the  law  which  will  govern  in 
this  case.' 

"  Fifth.  The  court  erred  further  in  refusing  to  give  to  the 
jury  the  following  request  tendered  by  defendant's  counsel : 
*  You,  the  jury,  are  instructed  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant.' 

^^  Sixth.  The  court  erred  further  in  refusing  to  give  to  the 
jury  the  following  request  tendered  by  defendant's  counsel: 
^  The  ]kvfs  of  Minnesota  limit  the  amount  of  damages  to  be 
recovered  in  this  case  to  five  thousand  dollars.' 

"  Seventh.  The  court  erred  further  in  refusing  to  give  to 
the  jury  the  following  request  tendered  by  defendant's  coun- 
sel:  ^  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  unless  they  find  that 
it  was  customary  for  defendant  company  to  send  a  snow-plow 
in  advance  of  the  trains  running  east  from  Livingston  during 
storms  of  this  character,  and  that  unless,  further,  the  accident 
'  occurred  by  reason  of  the  negligent  and  careless  failure  of  the 
defendant  to  send  such  snow-plow  in  advance,  they  will  find 
for  the  defendant.' 

'^  Eighth.  The  court  erred  further  in  refusing  to  give  to  the 
jury  the  following  request  tendered  by  defendant's  counsel : 
^  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that,  unless  they  find  that  the 
defendant  carelessly  and  negligently  furnished  to  the  deceased 
engineer  a  plow  attached  to  his  engine,  the  iron  bolts  and 
rods  of  which  were  broken,  imperfect,  and  insuflicient,  and 
that  by  reason  of  which  condition  the  said  plow  was  looee 
and  insufficiently  secured  to  the  pilot  of  said  engine,  and  that 
when  the  said  engine  struck  the  snow  at  the  cut,  as  testified 
to,  the  pilot  plow  of  said  engine,  by  reason  of  its  said  broken, 
loose,  and  imperfect  condition,  did  ride  upon  the  accumulated 
snow  and  ice  at  said  cut,  and  that  thereby  the  said  engine 
was  thrown  upon  the  track,  the  jury  will  find  for  the  defend- 
ant.'" 

Mr.  James  McNatight,  Mr.  A.  H.  Garland^  and  Mr.  H.  Jl 
May  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  issue  the  defendant  was  obliged  to  meet  in  the  case  at 
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bar  under  the  pleadings  was,  that  the  defendant  had  negli- 
gently furnished  the  plaintiff  with  an  engine  with  a  defective 
"  pilot-plow,"  and  that  this  defect  in  the  pilot-plow  was  ren- 
dered dangerous  by  failure  of  defendant  to  keep  its  track  clear 
from  snow  and  ice.  It  was  not  contended  by  plaintiff  either 
that  the  defective  pilot-plow  could  have  occasioned  the  acci- 
dent except  in  conjunction  with  the  accumulation  of  snow 
and  ice,  or  the  accumulation  of  snow  and  ice  on  the  track 
could  have  occasioned  it  except  in  conjunction  with  the  de- 
fective pilot-plow.  They  were  inseparably  joined  both  in  the 
complaint  and  in  the  evidence. 

The  evidence  shows  clearly  that  Munro  had  full  knowledge 
of  the  storm,  of  the  general  condition  of  the  track,  and  that 
his  means  of  knowing  of  the  necessity  of  sending  a  snow-plow 
ahead  of  his  train  were  as  full  and  complete  as  the  defend- 
ant's. He  had  been  on  this  particular  run  for  a  number  of 
years,  he  was  a  capable  engineer,  familiar  with  the  country, 
and  he  knew  that  no  snow-plow  had  been  sent  ahead  of  his 
train.  It  is  an  established  rule  on  this  subject  that  a  servant 
who  has  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  inform  himself  of  defects, 
is  presumed,  by  remaining  in  the  company's  employ  to  have 
assumed  the  risk  of  them.  Pierce  on  Railroads,  379 ;  Thomp- 
son on  Negligence,  1008. 

Upon  the  pleadings  and  upon  the  evidence,  or  upon  either 
or  both,  the  question  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany in  not  sending  a  snow-plough  in  advance  of  the  train  or 
in  allowing  the  snow  and  ice  to  accumulate  upon  its  track 
should  be  eliminated  from  the  case  as  an  independent  factor 
upon  which  plaintiff  could  recover. 

So  it  is  insisted  that  the  law  upon  the  facts  of  this  case  is 
decidedly  with  the  road,  without  going  over  distinctly  and 
separately  the  different  errors  specified  in  the  record,  and 
the  court  should  have  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  road 
as  requested  by  it.  The  case  when  examined  in  the  h'ght  of 
the  authorities,  is  sufficiently  discussed  upon  its  merits,  and 
there  is  left  but  one  more  proposition  to  place  before  the 
court. 

The  trial  court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  the  jury,  as 
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asked  by  the  road,  '^that  the  laws  of  Minnesota  lunit  the 
amount  of  damages  to  be  recovered  in  this  case  to  $5000/' 
Instead  of  that  the  court  told  the  jury  the  recovery  should 
be  estimated  under  the  laws  of  Montana,  where  Munro  was 
killed. 

It  seems  this  action  could  have  been  brought  in  either 
Montana  or  Minnesota.  The  party  had  his  selection  as  to 
the  forum ;  that  being  so,  it  is  but  right  and  proper  he  should 
have  only  the  remedy  afforded  by  the  law  of  the  forum  of 
his  selection.  Wharton,  Conflict  of  Law,  §§  479,  747-754: ; 
Gould's  Pleading,  104-112,  131,  et  seq. ;  Story,  Conflict  of 
Law,  §§  556,  et  seq, ;  Nonce  v.  Richmond  dk  DanviUe  RaUr 
road,  33  Fed.  Rep.  429. 

If  the  party  can  take  advantage  of  a  remedy  afforded  in 
Minnesota,  be  must  certainly  take  that  remedy  with  the 
burdens  ordinarily  attached  to  it  in  that  State.  Mostyn  v. 
Fdbrigas,  1  Smith's  Ldg.  Cas.  340,  and  Eng.  and  Am.  notes. 

Mr.  Reuben  C,  BerUon  and  Mr.  Frcmk  Healy  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Mb.  Justice  Wurns,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

For  convenience,  we  shall  consider  the  various  assignments 
of  error  without  regard  to  their  numerical  order. 

The  third,  fourth,  and  sixth  assignments  involve  the  same 
question,  and  may  be  decided  upon  together. 

The  plaintiff's  intestate  was  an  engineer  in  the  employ  of 
the  defendant  corporation  in  the  Territory  of  Montana,  and 
the  accident  by  which  he  lost  his  life  occurred  there.  The 
law  of  the  Territory  of  Montana  at  the  time  provided  as 
follows : 

'^  Where  the  death  of  a  person  not  being  a  minor  is  caused 
by  the  wrongful  act  or  neglect  of  another  his  heirs  or  personal 
representatives  may  maintain  an  action  for  damages  against 
the  person  causing  the  death,  or  if  such  person  be  employed 
by  another,  person  who  is  responsible. for  his  action,  then  also 
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against  such  other  person.  In  every  action  under  this  and 
the  preceding  section  such  damages  may  be  given  as  under 
all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  be  just."  (Section  14, 
title  II,  chapter  I,  first  division  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
of  the  Territory  of  Montana.) 

Under  the  law  of  Minnesota,  when  the  death  occurred,  the 
limit  of  recovery  in  case  of  death  was  $5000,  but  at  the  time 
of  the  trial  of  the  case  in  the  court  below  this  limit  had 
been  increased  to  $10,000  by  amendment  of  the  Minnesota 
statutes. 

The  question  which  those  assignments  of  errors  present  is, 
was  the  amount  of  damage  to  be  controlled  by  the  law  of 
the  place  of  employment  and  where  the  accident  occurred, 
or  by  the  law  of  the  forum  in  which  the  suit  was  pending? 
In  the  case  of  Herrick  v.  Minnewpolis  dk  St.  Louis  Railway 
Conypawy^  reported  in  31  Minnesota,  11,  which  involved  the 
question  of  whether  the  courts  of  Minnesota  would. enforce 
and  apply  to  a  suit  in  that  State  for  a  cause  of  action  originat- 
ing in  Iowa  a  law  of  the  State  of  Iowa  making  railroad  cor- 
porations liable  for  damages  sustained  by  its  employ^  in 
consequence  of  the  neglect  of  fellow-servants,  the  court  said : 

"The  statute  of  another  State  has,  of  course,  no  extra- 
territorial force,  but  rights  acquired  under  it  will  always,  in 
comity,  be  enforced,  if  not  against  the  public  policy  of  the 
laws  of  the  former.  In  such  cases  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  right  was  acquired,  or  the  liability  was  incurred,  will 
govern  as  to  the  right  of  action;  while  all  that  pertains 
merely  to  the  remedy  will  be  controlled  by  the  law  of  the 
State  where  the  action  is  brought.  And  we  think  the  prin- 
ciple is  the  same,  whether  the  right  of  action  be  ex  contractu 
or  ex  delicto. 

"The  defendant  admits  the  general  rule  to  be  as  thus 
stated,  but  contends  that  as  to  statutory  actions  like  the 
present,  it  is  subject  to  the  qualification  that,  to  sustain  the 
action,  the  law  of  the  forum  and  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  right  of  action  accrued  must  concur  in  holding  that  the 
act  done  gives  a  right  of  action.  We  admit  that  some  text- 
writers —  notably,  Rorer  on  Interstate  Law  —  seem  to  lay 
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down  this  rale,  but  the  authorities  cited  generally  fail  to  > 

sustain  it  ^ 

«  «  «  «  * 

''But  it  by  no  means  follows  that,  because  the  statute  of 
one  State  differs  from  the  law  of  another  State,  therefore  it 
would  be  held  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  laws  of  the  latter 
State.  Every  day  our  courts  are  enforcing  rights  under  for- 
eign contracts  where  the  lex  loci  contractics  and  the  lex  fori 
are  altogether  different,  and  yet  we  construe  these  contracts 
and  enforce  rights  under  them  according  to  their  force  and 
effect  under  the  laws  of  the  State  where  made.  To  justify  a 
court  in  refusing  to  enforce  a  right  of  action  which  accrued 
under  the  law  of  another  State,  because  against  the  policy  of 
our  laws,  it  must  appear  that  it  is  against  good  morals  or  nat- 
ural justice,  or  that,  for  some  other  such  reason,  the  enforcisment 
of  it  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  general  interests  of  our  own 
citizens.  If  the  State  of  Iowa  sees  fit  to  impose  this  obliga- 
tion upon  those  operating  railroads  within  her  bounds,  and  to 
make  it  a  condition  of  the  employment  of  those  who  enter 
their  service,  we  see  nothing  in  such  a  law  repugnant  either  to 
good  morals  or  natural  justice,  or  prejudicial  to  the  interests 
of  our  own  citizens." 

This  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota  is  in  accord 
with  the  rule  announced  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  The 
Antelope,  10  Wheat.  66.  In  referring  to  that  case  in  Texas 
dk  Pacific  Railway  v.  Cox^  145  U.  S.  593,  the^^ court  said: 
"  The  courts  of  no  country  execute  the  penal  laws  of  another. 
But  we  have  held  that  that  rule  cannot  be  invoked  as  applied 
to  a  statute  of  this  kind,  which  merely  authorizes  a  civil  action 
to  recover  damages  for  a  civil  injury."  The  rule  thus  enun- 
ciated had  been  adopted  in  previous  cases,  and  has  since  been 
approved  by  this  court.  Smith  v.  Gondry^  1  How.  28 ;  The 
China,  7  Wall.  53,  64 ;  Dennick  v.  Railroad  Co,,  103  U.  S.  11 ; 
The  Scotland,  105  U.  S.  24,  29;  Huntington  v.  AUriU,  146 
U.  S.  657,  670.  Indeed,  in  Texas  <&  Pacific  Railway  Co.  v. 
Cox,  supra,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  speaking  for  the  court, 
said :  "  The  question,  however,  is  one  of  general  law,  and  we 
regard  it  as  settled  in  Dennick  v.  Railroad  CoP 
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The  contract  of  employment  was  made  in  Montana,  and  the 
accident  occurred  in  that  State,  while  the  suit  was  brought  in 
Minnesota.  We  think  there  was  no  error  in  holding  that  the 
right  to  recover  was  governed  by  the  lex  loci,  and  not  by  the 
lex/ari. 

The  fifth  error  assigned  is  the  refusal  to  instruct  the  jury  to 
find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  Munro  was  an  engineer 
in  the  employ  of  the  railroad  company  at  the  town  of  Living- 
ston ;  that,  as  such  engineer,  he  was  driving  engine  No.  161 
some  time  in  the  latter  part  of  December ;  that  whilst  driving 
the  engine  he  discovered  that  an  appliance  known  as  the 
^'  pilot-plow,"  which  was  attached  to  the  engine,  was  out  of 
order,  and  in  a  dangerous  condition.  The  purpose  of  such  a 
plow  is  to  push  the  snow  from  the  track,  and  if  not  properly 
braced,  as  stated  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  it  is  likely  to  ^'  rise 
up  and  ride  over  the  drift,  instead  of  going  through  it,  and  the 
natural  result  would  be  to  throw  the  engine  trucks  from  the 
tracks."  After  Munro  discovered  that  the  plow  was  defec- 
tive, he  called  the  attention  of  the  foreman  of  the  shop  and 
master  mechanic  to  its  condition.  On  or  about  the  2d  day  of 
January,  Munro  was  taken  sick  and  did  not  pursue  his  occupa- 
tion until  January  9,  when  he  reported  for  duty.  At  about 
twelve  o'clock  that  night,  while  a  severe  snow  storm  was 
raging,  Munro  was  sent  for,  by  messenger,  to  take  out  a 
passenger  train.  The  train  was  delayed  in  getting  away 
from  Livingston,  and  left  that  place  about  two  o'clock  in  the 
morning  drawn  by  engine  No.  161,  with  Munro  in  charge  as 
engineer.  At  a  place  called  Gray  Cliff  the  engine,  in  passing 
through  a  cut,  capsized,  and  Munro  was  killed. 

There  was  no  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  the  fact  that  the 
plow  was  defective  some  two  weeks  before  the  accident,  when 
Munro  so  stated  to  the  foreman  and  master  mechanic,  but 
'  there  was  a  conflict  upon  the  question  whether  or  not  it  had 
been  subsequently  repaired.  Testimony  was  adduced  by  the 
plaintiff  tending  to  show  that  the  necessary  repairs  had  not 
been  made,  and  that  at  midnight  on  the  9th,  when  the  en- 
gineer was  called  upon  to  take  charge  of  the  engine,  the  con- 
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dition  of  the  plow  was  quite  as  defective  as  it  had  been  some 
two  weeks  before,  when  the  engineer  had  made  his  report  of 
its  condition  to  the  foreman.  On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant 
offered  testimony  which  tended  to  show  that  the  repairs  had 
been  made.  It  was  proven  that,  at  the  time  Munro  was 
called  upon  to  take  charge  of  the  engine,  on  the  night  of  the 
9th,  the  round-house  was  so  full  of  steam  that  the  engine  could 
not  have  been  critically  examined  by  him.  The  presence  of 
this  steam  was  due  to  the  fact  that  there  was  no  heating 
apparatus  in  the  round-house,  and,  therefore,  steam  was 
allowed  to  escape  therein,  in  order  to  prevent  the  engines 
from  freezing.  There  was  some  evidence  that  the  effect  of 
the  defective  pilot-plow  would  be  to  throw  the  train  from  the 
track  whenever  the  engine  struck  an  accumulation  of  snow 
which  had  been  in  any  way  impacted,  the  resistance  of  the 
snow  having  the  effect  of  pushing  the  defective  plow  up  and 
thus  derailing  the  engine.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  other 
evidence  that  such  a  result  could  not  have  followed  from  the 
defect  in  the  plow. 

Under  this  condition  of  proof  it  is  clear  that  the  instruction 
was  rightfully  refused.  The  obligation  of  the  employer  to 
furnish  to  his  employ^  sound  implements  is  established.  Hough 
V.  Railway  Co.,  100  U.  S.  213,  218 ;  Union  Pacific  Railway 
Go,  V.  Daniels,  152  U.  S.  684.  And  the  fact  that  the  en- 
gineer, when  called  upon  at  midnight  on  the  9th  to  perform 
duty,  took  the  engine  out  under  the  conditions  surrounding  it 
in  the  round-house,  implies  no  assumption  by  him  of  the  risk 
of  defective  machinery.  The  proof  showed,  or  tended  to 
show,  that  notification  by  the  engineer  to  the  foreman  and 
master  mechanic  of  the  existence  of  the  defect  was  given 
some  ten  or  twelve  days  before  the  accident,  and  that  at  the 
time  there  was  an  impression  created  in  Munro's  mind  that  it 
was  to  be  remedied.  It  also  shows  that  work  of  this  character 
was  usually  done  in  the  shops  at  Livingston,  over  which  the* 
foreman  presided  and  in  which  the  engine  lay  when  the  notice 
was  given.  From  the  time  of  the  notice  up  to  the  time  when 
the  engineer  was  called  upon  to  use  the  engine  he  was  not  on 
duty,  but  was  absent  on  sick  leave.     As  the  employ^  had 
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given  notice  of  the  defect  to  the  proper  officer  whose  duty  it 
was  to  make  the  repairs,  and  the  impression  had  been  con- 
veyed to  him  that  these  would  be  made,  he  had  a  right  to 
assume  that  they  had  been  made,  and  to  act  upon  that  as- 
sumption. The  mere  fact  of  his  taking  the  .engine  out  at 
midnight  under  the  circumstances  did  not  of  itself,  unsup- 
ported by  other  proof,  im|dy  an  assumption  by  him  of  the  risk 
resulting  from  the  dangerous  and  defective  condition  of  the 
attachment  to  the  engine.  Hough  v.  Railway  Co.j  100  U.  S. 
225. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  is,  we  think,  without  merit 
The  language  of  the  charge  complained  of  is :  ^^  Did  it  [the 
defendant  company]  fail  to  discharge  any  duty  which  the 
law  imposed  upon  it  for  the  safety  of  its  employ^,  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate?  If  it  did,  and  if  such  negligence  was  the 
cause  of  the  death  of  the  engineer,  Munro,  then  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover."  Separated  from  the  context  this  general 
language  might  have  misled,  but  when  considered  in  proper 
connection  with  the  rest  of  the  instruction  given,  it  could 
not  have  done  so. 

The  eighth  error  assigned  was  to  a  refusal  of  the  court  to 
give  the  following  charge :  "  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that 
unless  they  find  that  the  defendant  carelessly  and  uegligently 
furnished  to  the  deceased  engineer  a  plow  attached  to  his 
engine,  the  iron  bolts  and  rods  of  which  were  broken,  imper- 
fect, and  insufficient,  and  that  by  reason  of  which  condition 
the  said  plow  was  loose  and  insufficiently  secured  to  the  pilot 
of  said  engine,  and  that  when  the  said  engine  struck  thQ 
snow  at  the  cut,  as  testified  to,  the  pilot-plow  of  said  engine, 
by  reason  of  its  said  broken,  loose,  and  imperfect  condition, 
did  ride  upon  the  accumulated  snow  and  ice  at  said  cut,  and 
that  thereby  the  said  engine  was  thrown  from  the  track, 
the  jury  will  find  for  the  defendant."  The  charge  which  the 
court  gave  was  substantially  as  requested,  and  correctly  stated 
the  law.  It  was  as  follows :  "  The  court  instructs  you  that 
unless  you  find  that  the  defendant  negligently  and  carelessly 
furnished  to  the  deceased  engineer  a  plow  attached  to  his 
engine,  the  iron  bolts  and  rods  of  which  were  broken,  imper- 
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feet,  and  insufficient,  and  by  reason  of  said  imperfect  oondi* 
tion,  when  the  engine  struck  the  snow  at  the  cut,  as  testified 
to,  the  engine  and  tender  were  derailed  by  reason  thereof^ 
which  caused  the  accident  in  question,  then  the  defendant 
would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict.  The  claim  is  that  the  snow 
had  accumulated  to  such  an  extent  in  that  cut  that  when  the 
engine  struck  it,  the  plow  being  in  that  condition  in  which 
it  was,  it  was  unable  to  clear  the  track,  the  accumulation  of 
snow  being  so  great,  and  that,  as  described  by  some  witnesses, 
it  rode  up  and  threw  the  engine  off  the  track  from  the  fact 
that  the  front  trucks  of  the  engine  could  not  ride  over  it. 
I  instruct  you  that  unless  the  cause  of  this  derailment  and 
the  throwing  over  the  engine  was  the  imperfect  condition  of 
this  plow,  that  it  could  not  clear  the  cut  from  the  snow  which 
had  accumulated  there,  but  the  engine  was  thrown  over  and 
thereby  death  ensued  —  unless  this  is  found  to  be  true  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  jury,  the  defendant  woald  be  entitled  to 
a  verdict."  We  can  see  no  material  variance  between  the 
charge  requested  and  the  charge  which  was  given. 

The  seventh  error  assigned  is  to  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  "  that  unless  they  find  that  it  was  cus- 
tomary for  defendant  company  to  send  a  snow-plow  in 
advance  of  the  trains  running  east  from  Livingston  during 
storms  of  this  character,  and  that  unless,  further,  the  accident 
occurred  by  reason  of  the  negligent  and  careless  failure  of 
the  defendant  to  send  such  snow-plow  in  advance,  they  will 
find  for  the  defendant."  This  instruction  was,  of  course, 
justly  refused,  because  it  implied  that  the  defendant  was  en- 
titled to  a  verdict,  if,  contrary  to  its  custom,  it  had  not  sent 
a  snow-plow  in  advance  of  the  train,  without  reference  to 
the  defective  condition  of  the  pilot-plow,  which  was  the 
cause  of  action  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relied.  Indeed, 
although  the  petition  charged  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  in  failing  to  send  a  snow-plow  ahead  of  the  train, 
the  action,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  was  predicated  upon 
the  defect  in  the  machinery,  or  pilot-plow  —  the  failure  to 
send  the  snow-plow  being  alleged  as  a  mere  incident,  or  re- 
mote cause  of  damage.    And  this  distinction  was  elucidated 
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with  great  clearness  in  the  charge  of  the  court.  It  nowhere 
indicated  that  there  could  be  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  arising  from  the  failure  to  send  a  snow-plow  ahead 
of  the  train,  as  a  distinct  and  substantive  cause  of  action. 
It  referred  to  the  failure  to  send  a  snow-plow  ahead  of  the 
train  merely  as  the  reason  why  it  was  necessary  to  have 
the  pilot-plow  attached  to  the  engine.  The  court  said  :  "  The 
charge  in  this  complaint  is  that  this  death  was  caused  by  the 
derailment  of  the  engine,  which  took  place  because  the  plow 
was  out  of  repair  as  described,  or  at  least  that  the  defendant 
had  not  used  reasonable  care  in  clearing  its  tracks,  and  that 
when  the  engineer  with  the  engine  in  that  condition  arrived 
at  this  cut,  two  miles  from  Oray  Cliff,  the  snow  had  accumu- 
lated to  such  an  extent  that  the  engine  was  thereby  derailed, 
and  that  it  was  this  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
that  caused  the  death."  In  other  words,  throughout  the 
whole  charge,  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  liability, 
if  any,  must  result  from  the  defective  condition  of  the  ma- 
chinery or  pilot-plow  of  the  engine ;  and  where  it  referred 
to  the  failure  to  send  a  snow-plow  ahead  of  the  train  as  an 
act  of  negligence,  treated  it  as  negligence  giving  rise  only 
remotely,  and  not  proximately,  to  the  injury ;  the  proximate 
cause  being  the  defective  machthery,  and  the  remote  accumu- 
lation of  snow,  which  rendered  the  use  of  the  engine  unsafe 
because  of  the  defect  in  the  pilot-plow  attached  thereto. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Mb.  J  usnoB  Jaoksok,  not  having  heard  the  argument,  took 
no  part  in  the  decision  of  this  cause. 
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COVINGTON  AND  CINCINNATI  BRIDGE  COM- 
PANY V.  KENTUCKY. 

BBBOR  TO  THB   OOUBT  OF    APPEALS   OF    THE  STATE  OF   KBIVTUOKT. 
No.  1085.    Argued  April  S5, 1804.  ~  Decided  lUy  96, 1804. 

This  compftny  was  incorporated  under  an  act  of  the  legiAlatnre  of  Ken- 
tacky,  approved  February  17, 1846,  with  authority  to  construct  a  bridge 
across  the  Ohio  at  Cincinnati.  The  third  section  of  the  act  required  its 
confirmation  by  the  State  of  Ohio,  before  the  corporation  should  open 
Its  books  for  subscription ;  and  the  eighth  section  declared  that "  the 
president  and  directors  shall  have  the  rights  to  fix  the  rates  of  toll  for 
passing  oyer  said  bridge,  and  to  collect  the  same  from  all  and  eyeiy 
person  or  persons  passing  thereon,  with  their  goods,  carriages,  or 
animals  of  every  description  or  kind ;  provided,  however,  that  the  said 
company  shall  lay  before  the  legislature  of  this  State  a  correct  state- 
ment of  the  costs  of  said  bridge,  and  an  annual  statement  of  the  tolls 
received  for  passing  the  same,  and  also  the  cost  of  keeping  the  said 
bridge  In  repair,  and  of  the  other  expenses  of  the  company;  and  the 
said  president  and  directors  shall,  from  time  to  time,  reduce  the  rates 
of  toll,  so  that  the  net  profits  of  the  said  bridge  shall  not  exceed  fifteen 
per  cent  per  annum,  after  the  proper  deductions  are  made  for  repairs 
and  charges  of  other  descriptions."  By, an  act  of  the  legislature  of 
Ohio,  enacted  March  9,  1849,  this  company  was  made  a  body  corporate 
and  politic  of  that  State,  "  with  the  same  franchises,  rights,  and  privi- 
leges, and  subject  to  the  same  duties  and  liabilities,"  as  were  specified 
in  its  original  incorporation.  Some  subsequent  legislation  took  place 
not  aflTecting  the  matter  in  issue  here.  The  bridge  was  completed  in  1867 
at  a  cost  much  in  excess  of  what  had  been  contemplated,  and  has  never 
earned  15  per  cent  on  its  cost.  On  the  81st  of  March,  1890,  the  legis- 
lature of  Kentucky  enacted  that  it  should  be  unlawful  to  charge,  collect* 
demand,  or  receive  for  passage  over  the  bridge  spanning  the  Ohio  River, 
constructed  under  such  act  of  incorporation,  any  toll,  fare,  or  compen- 
sation greater  than,  or  in  excess  of,  certain  rates  prescribed  by  the  act, 
which  were  much  less  than  the  directors  had  fixed  upon  under  the  eighth 
section  of  the  act  of  incorporation,  and  made  it  obligatory  upon  the  com- 
pany to  maintain  an  office  and  sell  tickets  In  Kentucky  at  those  rates. 
The  company  refusing  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  this  act,  an 
Indictment  was  found  against  it.  This  was  demurred  to,  and  such 
proceedings  were  had  thereafter  that  the  defendant  was  adjudged  guilty 
and  fined  f  1000,  and  the  judgment  was  sustained  as  constitutional  by 
the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State.    The  case  being  brought  here  by 
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writ  of  error,  it  is  by  the  whole  coDrt  Held,  that  the  Eentttcky  act  of 
March  3,  1890,  in  its  effect  upon  the  Bridge  Company,  violated  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
The  Judges  concurring  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  (Brown,  Harlan, 
Brswbr,  Shirab  and  Jackson,  JJ.,)  after  reviewing  in  detail  the  course 
of  the  decisions,  announce  the  following  as  their  grounds  for  concurring 
in  this  result  and  in  the  Judgment : 

(1)  That  the  traffic  across  the  river  was  interstate  commerce; 

(2)  That  the  bridge  was  an  instrument  of  such  commerce ; 

(8)  That  the  statute  was  an  attempted  regulation  of  such  commerce, 
which  the  State  had  no  constitutional  power  to  make ; 

(4)  That  Congress  alone  possesses  the  requisite  power  to  enact  a  uniform 
scale  of  charges  in  such  a  case,  the  authority  of  the  State  being 
limited  to  fixing  tolls  on  such  channels  of  commerce  as  are  ex- 
clusively within  its  territory. 
The  minority  of  the  court  (consisting  of  Fuller,  C.  J.,  and  Fikld,  Gray, 

and  Whitb,  JJ.)  gave  the  reasons  for  their  concurrence  in  the  result 

and  the  Judgment  as  follows : 

(1)  The  several  States  have  the  power  to  establish  and  regulate  ferries 

and  bridges,  and  the  rates  of  toll  thereon,  whether  within  one 
State,  or  between  two  adjoining  States,  subject  to  the  paramount 
authority  of  Congress  over  interstate  commerce. 

(2)  By  the  concurrent  acts  of  the  legislature  of  Kentucky  in  1846,  and  of 

the  legislature  of  Ohio  in  1849,  this  bridge  company  was  made  a 
corporation  of  each  State,  and  authorized  to  fix  rates  of  toll. 

(8)  Congress,  by  the  act  of  February  17, 1865,  c.  39,  declared  this  bridge 
"  to  be,  when  completed  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  States 
of  Ohio  and  Kentucky,  a  lawful  structure; "  but  made  no  pro- 
vision as  to  tolls ;  and  thereby  manifested  the  intention  of  Con- 
gress that  the  rates  of  toll  should  be  as  established  by  the  two 
States. 

(4)  The  original  acts  of  incorporation  constituted  a  contract  between 
the  corporation  and  both  States,  which  could  not  be  altered  by 
the  one  State  without  the  consent  of  the  other. 

Thm  was  an  indictment  found  by  the  grand  jury  of  Kenton 
County,  Kentucky,  against  the  defendant  Bridge  Company 
for  demanding  and  collecting  illegal  tolls,  refusing  to  sell 
tickets  at  the  rates  required  by  law,  and  for  failing  to  keep 
an  ofBce  for  the  sale  of  tickets  at  its  bridge  in  said  county. 

The  Covington  and  Cincinnati  Bridge  Company  was  in- 
corporated under  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Kentucky, 
approved  February  17,  1846,  the  third  section  of  which 
required  the  confirmation  of  the  act  by  the  State  of  Ohio, 
before  the  corporation  should  open  its  books  for  subscription ; 
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and  the  eighth  section  of  which  declared  that  ^^  the  president 
and  directors  shall  have  the  right  to  fix  the  rates  of  toll  for 
passing  over  said  Bridge,  and  to  collect  the  same  from  all 
and  every  person  or  persons  passing  thereon,  with  their 
goods,  carriages,  or  animals  of  every  description  or  kind; 
provided,  however,  that  the  said  Company  shall  lay  before 
the  Legislature  of  this  State  a  correct  statement  of  the  cost 
of  said  Bridge,  and  an  annual  statement  of  the  tolls  received 
for  passing  the  same,  and  also  the  cost  of  keeping  the  said 
Bridge  in  repair,  wd  of  the  other  expenses  of  the  Company ; 
and  the  said  President  and  Directors  shall,  from  time  to  time, 
reduce  the  rates  of  toll,  so  that  the  net  profits  of  the  said 
Bridge  shall  not  exceed  fifteen  per  cent  per  annum,  after  the 
proper  deductions  are  made  for  repairs  and  chai^ges  of  other 
descriptions." 

By  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Ohio,  enacted  March  9, 1849, 
this  company  was  made  a  body  corporate  and  politic  of  that 
State,  ^^  with  the  same  franchises,  rights,  and  privileges,  and 
subject  to  the  same  duties  and  liabilities,"  as  were  specified 
in  its  original  incorporation ;  and  with  a  further  proviso  that 
^^  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  take  away 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  State  to  the  centre  of  the  said  Bridge, 
nor  in  anywise  to  acknowledge  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
monwealth of  Kentucky  this  side  of  the  said  centre." 

On  March  20,  1850,  this  act  of  confirmation  was  amended 
by  the  legislature  of  Ohio  by  granting  the  company  ^^  power 
to  enter  upon  any  lands  in  the  city  of  Cincinnati,  from  low- 
water  mark  in  the  Ohio  River  northwardly,  not  exceeding 
one  hundred  feet  in  width,  to  Front  Street,  and  appropriate 
the  same  "  for  passageways  and  abutments,  etc. 

The  original  act  of  incorporation  was  amended  by  the  legis- 
lature of  Kentucky  by  the  following  amongst  other  subse- 
quent acts : 

1.  By  act  of  February  23,  1856,  authority  was  given  to 
increase  the  capital  stock  from  $300,000  to  $700,000,  with 
power  in  the  city  of  Covington  to  subscribe  for  and  purchase 
$100,000. 

2.  By  act  of  February  6, 1858,  the  company  was  authorized 
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to  issue  preferred  stock  under  certain  restrictions,  such  stock- 
holders to  receive  dividends  of  6  per  cent. 

3.  By  act  of  February  6,  1861,  the  capital  stock  was  in- 
creased to  $1,000,000,  one-half  of  such  amount,  in  preferred 
stock,  and  to  pledge  the  revenues  of  the  company  for  the 
payment  of  dividends  upon  such  preferred  stock  to  the  ex- 
tent of  15  per  cent  per  annum. 

4.  By  act  of  January  31,  1865,  the  capital  stock  was 
increased  to  $1,250,000,  the  additional  $250,000  being  pre- 
ferred stock,  the  holders  of  which  should  enjoy  all  the  bene- 
fits, privileges,  and  immunities  to  which  the  holders  of  the 
existing  stock  were  entitled. 

By  the  sixth  section  of  this  act  the  legislature  reserved  the 
right  to  change,  alter,  or  amend  the  original  charter,  '^  but 
not  so  as  to  abridge  or  injure  legal  or  equitable  rights  acquired 
thereunder." 

5.  By  act  of  February  25, 1865,  the  above  sixth  section  was 
repealed. 

6.  By  act  of  Congress  of  February  16,  1865,  the  bridge 
was  declared  to  be  a  lawful  structure  and  post  road  for 
the  conyeyance  of  the  mails  of  the  United  States.  13  Stat. 
431. 

The  bridge  was  completed  and  opened  for  travel  January 
1, 1867. 

On  March  31,  1890,  the  legislature  of  Kentucky  passed 
another  act  amendatory  of  the  act  of  incorporation,  and  out 
of  which  this  prosecution  arose,  providing  that  it  should  be 
unlawful  for  any  person  or  corporation  to  charge,  collect, 
demand,  or  receive  for  passage  over  the  bridge  spanning  the 
Ohio  Kiver,  constructed  under  such  act  of  incorporation,  any 
toll,  fare,  or  compensation  greater  than,  or  in  excess  of,  cer- 
tain rates  prescribed  by  the  act,  which  were  much  less  than 
the  directors  had  fixed  upon  under  the  eighth  section  of  the 
act  of  incorporation.  The  second  section  provided  that  the 
company  should  sell  passage  tickets  over  their  bridge  at  these 
rates,  entitling  the  holder  to  passage  either  way  over  said 
bridge ;  and  by  the  third  section,  the  company  was  required 
to  keep  w  office  within  the  county  of  Kenton  constantly  open 
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for  the  sale  of  such  tickets ;  and  keep  conspicuously  posted  a 
schedule  of  the  tolls  fixed  in  pursuance  of  the  act. 

The  company  failing  to  conform  to  this  last-mentioned  act^ 
this  indictment  was  filed  May  9,  1890.  Defendant  demurred 
thereto,  and  the  case  was  submitted  upon  this  demurrer  and 
a  statement  of  facts,  showing  the  cost  of  the  bridge  structure 
and  oflices  to  have  been  $^,855,462.36 ;  the  per  cent  of  net 
earnings  on  cost  for  first  23  years,  4.82;  the  per  cent  of  net 
earnings  on  cost  for  the  year  1889,  6.14 ;  the  estimated  per 
cent  of  net  earnings  on  cost  for  1890,  4]^,  under  the  charges 
fixed  by  the  directors ;  the  estimated  percentage  of  net  earn- 
ings on  cost  for  the  year  1890,  under  the  act  of  which  com- 
plaint was  made,  1^.  The  court  sustained  the  demurrer  and 
dismissed  the  indictments  upon  the  ground  that  the  act  of 
1890  impaired  the  obligation  of  the  contract  contained  in  the 
eighth  section  of  the  original  act.  The  Commonwealth  ap- 
pealed to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  by  which  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  was  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  with  direc- 
tions to  overrule  the  demurrer,  and  for  further  proceedings. 
The  case  was  thereupon  remanded  to  the  lower  court  and 
submitted  without  a  jury.  The  court  adjudged  the  defendant 
guilty,  and  imposed  a  fine  of  $1000,  from  which  judgment 
the  defendant  again  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  which 
affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  certified,  at 
the  request  of  the  appellant,  the  following  questions  as  arising 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States : 

1.  Whether  the  act  of  1890  was  within  the  constitutional 
inhibition  of  laws  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts. 

2.  Whether  such  acts  were  in  violation  of  the  exclusive 
power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  States. 

3.  Whether  said  act  was  in  violation  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment,  prohibiting  the  taking  of  private  property  with- 
out  due  process  of  law. 

Defendant  thereupon  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  from  this  court. 

Mr.  Solicitor  Oeneral  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  William 
M.  Ramsey^  Mr.  Jatnea  W.  Bryan^  Mr.  John  F.  Fish,  and 
Mr.  Charles  H.  Fish  were  with  him  on  his  brief. 
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Mr.  WiiUam  J.  Hmdriekj  Attorney  General  of  the  State 
of  Kentacky,  and  Jlr.  William  Ooebd  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Mb.  Justice  Bbown,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  involves  the  power  of  a  State  to  regulate  tolls 
upon  a  bridge  connecting  it  with  another  State,  without  the 
assent  of  Congress,  and  without  the  concurrence  of  such  other 
State  in  the  proposed  tariff. 

The  right  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  to  prescribe 
a  schedule  of  charges  in  this  instance  is  contested,  not  only 
upon  the  ground  that  such  regulation  is  an  interference  with 
interstate  commerce,  but  upon  the  further  ground  that  it 
impairs  the  obligation  of  the  contract  contained  in  the  original 
charter  of  the  company. 

The  power  of  Congress  over  commerce  between  the  States 
and  the  corresponding  power  of  individual  States  over  such 
commerce  have  been  the  subject  of  such  frequent  adjudication 
in  this  court,  and  the  relative  powers  of  Congress  and  the 
States  with  respect  thereto  are  so  well  defined,  that  each 
case,  as  it  arises,  must  be  determined  upon  principles  already 
settled,  as  falling  on  one  side  or  the  other  of  the  line  of 
demarcation  between  the  powers  belonging  exclusively  to 
Congress,  and  those  in  which  the  action  of  the  State  may 
be  concurrent  The  adjudications  of  this  court  with  respect 
to  the  power  of  the  States  over  the  general  subject  of  com- 
merce are  divisible  into  three  classes.  First,  those  in  which 
the  power  of  the  State  is  exclusive ;  second,  those  in  which 
the  States  may  act  in  the  absence  of  legislation  by  Congress ; 
third,  those  in  which  the  action  of  Congress  is  exclusive  and 
the  States  cannot  interfere  at  all. 

The  first  class,  including  all  those  wherein  the  States  have 
plenary  power,  and  Congress  has  no  right  to  interfere,  con- 
cern the  strictly  internal  commerce  of  the  State,  and  while 
the  regulations  of  .the  State  may  affect  interstate  commerce 
indirectly,  their  bearing  upon  it  is  so  remote  that  it  cannot 
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be  termed  in  any  just  sense  an  interference.  Under  this 
power,  the  States  may  authorize  the  construction  of  high- 
ways, turnpikes,  railways,  and  canals  between  points  in  the 
same  State,  and  regulate  the  tolls  for  the  use  of  the  same, 
Railroad  v.  Maryland^  21  Wall.  456 ;  and  may  authorize  the 
building  of  bridges  over  non-navigable  streams,  and  other- 
wise regulate  the  navigation  of  the  strictly  internal  waters 
of  the  State  —  such  as  do  not,  by  themselves  or  by  connection 
with  other  waters,  form  a  continuous  highway  over  which 
commerce  is  or  may  be  carried  on  with  other  States  or  for- 
eign countries.  Veaaie  v.  Moor^  14  How.  568 ;  The  MonteUo^ 
11  Wall.  411;  8.  C.  20  Wall.  430.  This  is  true  notwith- 
standing  the  fact  that  the  goods  or  passengers  carried  or  trav- 
elling over  such  highway  between  points  in  the  same  State 
may  ultimately  be  destined  for  other  States,  and,  to  a  slight 
extent,  the  state  regulations  may  be  said  to  interfere  with 
interstate  commerce.  The  States  may  also  exact  a  bonus,  or 
even  a  portion  of  the  earnings  of  such  corporation,  as  a  con- 
dition to  the  granting  of  its  charter.  Society  for  Savings  v. 
Coite,  6  Wall.  594 ;  Provident  Institution  v.  Massachitsetts^  6 
Wall.  611 ;  Hamilton  Compamy  v.  Massachusetts^  6  Wall.  632; 
Bailroad  Company  v.  Maryland^  21  WalL  456 ;  Ashley  v. 
Byan,  153  U.  S.  436. 

Congress  has  no  power  to  interfere  with  police  regulations 
relating  exclusively  to  the  internal  trade  of  the  States,  United 
States  \.  Bewitty  9  Wall.  41 ;  Patterson  v.  Kentucky j  97  U.  S. 
501,  nor  can  it  by  exacting  a  tax  for  carrying  on  a  certain 
business  thereby  authorize  such  business  to  be  carried  on 
within  the  limits  of  a  State.  License  Tax  Cases^  6  Wall.  462, 
470,  471.  The  remarks  of  the  Chief  Justice  in  this  case  con- 
tain the  substance  of  the  whole  doctrine :  "  Over  this,'^  (the 
internal)  "  commerce  and  trade.  Congress  has  no  power  of 
regulation  nor  any  direct  control  This  power  belongs  exclu- 
sively to  the  States.  No  interference  by  Congress  with  the 
business  of  citizens  transacted  within  a  State  is  warranted  by 
the  Constitution,  except  such  as  is  strictly  incidental  to  the 
exercise  of  powers  clearly  granted  to  the  legislature.  The 
power  to  authorize  a  business  within  a  State  is  plainly  repug- 
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nant  to  the  exclusive  power  of  the  State  over  the  same  sub- 
ject." 

It  was  at  oue  time  thought  that  the  admiralty  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  did  not  extend  to  contracts  of  affreight- 
ment between  ports  of  the  United  States,  though  the  voyage 
were  performed  upon  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States. 
AUefi  V.  Newberry^  21  How.  244.  But  later  adjudications 
have  ignored  this  distinction  as  applied  to  those  waters.  The 
Belfast,  7  Wall.  624,  641 ;  The  Lottawcmna,  21  Wall.  558,  587 ; 
Lord  V.  Steamehip  Co.,  102  U.  S.  541. 

Under  this  power  the  States  may  also  prescribe  the  form  of 
all  conmiercial  contracts,  as  well  as  the  terms  and  conditions 
upon  which  the  internal  trade  of  the  State  may  be  carried  on. 
The  Trade  Mark  Cases,  100  U.  S.  82. 

Within  the  second  class  of  cases  —  those  of  what  may  be 
termed  concurrent  jurisdiction  —  are  embraced  laws  for  the 
regulation  of  pilots :  Cooley  v.  Philadelphia  Board  of  War- 
dens, 12  How.  299 ;  Steamship  Company  v.  Joliffe,  2  Wall.  450 ; 
la  parte  McNieL,  13  WaU.  236 ;  WiU(m^.  McNamee,  102  U.  S. 
572 ;  quarantine  and  inspection  laws  and  the  policing  of  har- 
bors :  Oibhons  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat.  1,  203 ;  City  of  New  York 
V.  Miln,  11  Pet.  102  ;  Turner  v.  Maryland,  107  U.  S.  38 ;  Mor- 
gan Steamship  Co.  v.  Louisiana,  118  D.  S.  455;  the  improve- 
ment of  navigable  channels:  County  of  Mobile  v.  KimhaU, 
103  U.  S.  691 ;  Escanaba  Co.  v.  Chicago,  107  U.  S.  678  ;  Huse 
Y.  Glover,  119  U.  S.  543 ;  the  regulation  of  wharfs,  piers,  and 
docks :  Cannon  v.  New  Orleans,  20  Wall.  577 ;  Packet  Com- 
pany V.  Keokuk,  95  U.  S.  80 ;  Packet  Company  v.  St.  Louis, 
100  U.  8.  428 ;  Packet  Company  v.  CaOettsburff,  105  U.  S.  559 ; 
Transportation  Company  v.  Pa/rkersburg,  107  U.  S.  691; 
Oiuichita  Packet  Co.  v.  Aiken,  121  U.  S.  444 ;  the  construction 
of  dams  and  bridges  across  the  navigable  waters  of  a  State : 
WiUson  V.  Blackbird  Creek  Marsh  Co.,  2  Pet.  245  ;  CardweU 
V.  American  Bridge  Co.,  113  U.  S.  205 ;  Pound  v.  Turck,  95 
U.  S.  459 ;  and  the  establishment  of  ferries :  Conway  v.  Taylor^ s 
Executors,  1  Black,  603. 

Of  this  class  of  cases  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Curtis  in 
Cooley  V.  Board  of  Wardens,  12  How.  299,  318 :  "  If  it  were 
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admitted  that  the  existence  of  this  power  in  Congress,  like  the 
power  of  taxation,  is  compatible  with  the  existence  of  a 
similar  power  in  the  States,  then  it  would  be  in  conformity 
with  the  contemporary  exposition  of  the  Constitution,  (Fed- 
eralist, No.  32,)  and  with  the  judicial  construction,  given  from 
time  to  time  by  this  court,  after  the  most  deliberate  considera- 
tion, to  hold  that  the  mere  grant  of  snch  a  power  to  Congress 
did  not  imply  a  prohibition  on  the  States  to  exercise  the  same 
power ;  that  it  is  not  the  mere  existence  of  such  a  power,  but 
its  exercise  by  Congress,  which  may  be  incompatible  with  the 
exercise  of  the  same  power  by  the  States,  and  that  the  States 
may  legislate  in  the  absence  of  Congressional  regulations.^' 
See  also  Spurges  v.  Crowninahiddy  4  Wheat.  122, 193.  But 
even  in  the  matter  of  building  a  bridge,  if  Congress  chooses  to 
act,  its  action  necessarily  supersedes  the  action  of  the  State. 
Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling  cmd  Belmont  Bridge  Co.^  18  How. 
421.  As  matter  of  fact,  the  building  of  bridges  over  waters 
dividing  two  States  is  now  usually  done  by  Congressional 
sanction.  Under  this  power  the  States  may  also  tax  the  in- 
struments of  interstate  commerce  as  it  taxes  other  similar 
property,  provided  such  tax  be  not  laid  upon  the  commerce 
itself. 

But  wherever  such  laws,  instead  of  being  of  a  local  nature 
and  not  affecting  interstate  commerce  but  incidentally,  are 
national  in  their  character,  the  non-action  of  Congress  indicates 
its  will  that  such  commerce  shall  be  free  and  untrammelled, 
and  the  case  faUs  within  the  third  class  —  of  those  laws 
wherein  the  jurisdiction  of  Congress  is  exclusive.  Brown  v. 
Houston^  114  [J.  S.  622 ;  Bowman  v.  Chicago  (be.  Railway^ 
125  n.  S.  465.  Subject  to  the  exceptions  above  specified,  as 
belonging  to  the  first  and  second  classes,  the  States  have  no 
right  to  impose  restrictions,  either  by  way  of  taxation,  dis- 
crimination, or  regulation,  upon  commerce  between  the  States. 
That,  while  the  States  have  the  right  to  tax  the  instruments 
of  such  commerce  as  other  property  of  like  description  is 
taxed,  under  the  laws  of  the  several  States,  they  have  no  right 
to  tax  such  commerce  itself,  is  too  well  settled  even  to  justify 
the  citation  of  authorities.    The  proposition  was  first  laid  down 
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in  OrandaU  v.  NevadUy  6  Wall.  35,  and  has  been  steadily 
adhered  to  since.  That  suoh  power  of  regulation  as  they 
possess  is  limited  to  matters  of  a  strictly  local  nature,  and 
does  not  extend  to  fixing  tariffs  upon  passengers  or  merchan- 
dise carried  from  one  State  to  another,  is  also  settled  by  more 
recent  decisions,  although  it  must  be  admitted  that  cases  upon 
this  point  have  not  always  been  consistent. 

The  question  of  the  power  of  the  States  to  lay  down  a 
scale  of  charges,  as  distinguished  from  their  power  to  impose 
taxes,  was  first  squarely  presented  to  the  court  in  Mwrm  v. 
lUmoiSj  94  U.  S.  113,  in  which  a  power  was  conceded  to  the 
State  to  prescribe  regulations  and  fix  the  charges  of  elevators 
used  for  the  reception,  storage,  and  delivery  of  grain,  not- 
withstanding such  elevators  were  used  for  the  storage  of  grain 
destined  for  other  States.  The  decision  was  put  upon  the 
ground  that  elevators  were  property  "  affected  with  a  public 
interest,"  and  that  from  time  immemorial  in  England,  and 
in  this  country  from  its  first  colonization,  it  had  been  cus- 
tomary to  regulate  ferries,  common  carriers,  hackmen,  bakers, 
millers,  wharfingers,  innkeepers,  etc.,  and  in  so  doing  to  fix 
a  maximum  of  charge  to  be  made  for  services  rendered, 
accommodations  furnished,  and  articles  sold.  That  the  de- 
cision does  not  necessarily  imply  a  power  in  the  States  to 
prescribe  similar  regulations  with  regard  to  railroads  and 
other  corporations  directly  engaged  in  interstate  commerce 
is  evident  from  the  remarks  of  the  Chief  Justice,  p.  135,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court:  "The  warehouses  of 
these  plaintiffs  in  error  are  situated  and  their  business  carried 
on  exclusively  within  the  limits  of  the  State  of  Illinois.  They 
are  used  as  instruments  by  those  engaged  in  state  as  well  as 
those  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  but  they  are  no  more 
necessarily  a  part  of  commerce  itself  than  the  dray  or  the  cart 
by  which,  but  for  them,  grain  would  be  transferred  from  one 
railroad  station  to  another.  Incidentally  they  may  become 
connected  with  interstate  commerce,  but  not  necessarily  so. 
Their  regulation  is  a  thing  of  domestic  concern,  and  certainly, 
until  Congress  acts  in  reference  to  their  interstate  relations, 
the  State  may  exercise  all  the  powers  of  government  over 
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them,  even  though  in  so  doing  it  may  operate  upon  oommeroe 
outside  its  immediate  jurisdiction."  The  principle  of  this  case 
has  been  recently  aflBrmed  in  Bvdd  v.  New  Torh^  143  U.  S. 
517,  and  reafllrmed  in  Brass  v.  North  Dakota^  153  U.  S.  391, 
though  not  without  strong  opposition  from  a  minority  of 
the  court. 

In  the  next  case,  viz.,  that  of  the  Chioagoy  BvHingtan  dkc. 
Railroad  v.  Iowa,  94  U.  S.  155, 163,  a  bill  was  filed  by  the 
Chicago,  Burlington  and  Quincy  Bailroad  Company,  an 
Illinois  corporation,  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  suits  against 
it  under  '^An  act  to  establish  reasonable  maximum  rates  of 
charges  for  the  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers  on 
the  different  railroads  of  this  State."  The  complainant  was 
also  the  lessee  of  the  Burlington  and  Missouri  Bailroad  in 
Iowa,  the  two  roads  being  connected  by  a  bridge  which 
crossed  the  Mississippi  River  at  Burlington,  thus  making 
a  continuous  railroad  from  Chicago  to  Platsmouth  on  the 
Missouri  River,  in  Iowa.  The  case  was  held  to  be  covered 
by  Munn  v.  lUinois,  the  road,  like  the  warehouse  in  that 
case,  being  situated  within  the  limits  of  a  single  State.  "  Its 
business,"  said  the  Chief  Justice,  ^^is  carried  on  there,  and 
its  regulation  is  a  matter  of  domestic  concern.  It  is  employed 
in  state  as  well  as  interstate  commerce,  and,  until  Congress 
acts,  the  State  must  be  permitted  to  adopt  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  promotion  of  the 
general  welfare  of  the  people  within  its  own  jurisdiction,  even 
though  in  so  doing,  those  without  may  be  indirectly  affected." 
In  short,  the  case  was  treated  as  one  of  internal  commerce 
only. 

In  the  next  case,  viz.,  PeiJc  v.  Chicago  <&  Northtoestem 
Railway y  94  U.  S.  164,  it  was  held  that,  under  the  constita- 
tion  of  Wisconsin  providing  that  all  acts  creating  corpora- 
tions within  the  State  "may  be  altered  or  repealed  by  the 
legislature  at  any  time  after  their  passage,"  tiie  legislature 
had  a  right  to  prescribe  a  maximum  of  charges  to  be  made 
by  the  Chicago  and  Northwestern  Railway  Company  for 
transporting  persons  or  property  within  the  State,  or  taken 
up  outside  the  State  and  brought  within  it,  or  taken  up  inside 
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and  Gamed  without.  The  vital  question  is  not  discussed  at 
any  length,  but  it  was  held  that,  until  Congress  acted  with 
reference  to  the  relations  of  this  company  to  interstate  com- 
merce, it  was  within  the  power  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  to 
regulate  its  affairs  so  far  as  they  were  of  a  domestic  concern. 
These  three  cases  were  cited  with  approval  in  Buggies  v.  lUi- 
naisj  108  U.  S.  526,  in  which  the  power  of  a  State  to  limit 
the  amount  of  charges  by  a  railroad  company  for  fares  and 
freight  was  recognized. 

A  similar  principle,  though  under  quite  a  different  state  of 
facts,  was  involved  in  IlaU  v.  Be  Cuir,  95  U.  S.  485,  which 
concerned  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Louisiana,  requiring 
those  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  among  the 
States  to  give  all  persons  travelling  within  that  State,  upon 
vessels  employed  in  such  business,  equal  rights  and  privileges 
in  parts  of  the  vessel,  without  distinction  on  account  of  race 
or  color.  The  act  was  held  to  be  a  regulation  of  interstate 
commerce,  and,  therefore,  unconstitutional  and  void.  In  tlie 
Railroad  Gommisaion  Cases^  116  U.  S.  307,  it  was  held  that 
the  right  of  a  State  to  limit  the  charges  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany for  the  transportation  of  persons  or  property  within  its 
jurisdiction  could  not  be  granted  away  by  its  le^slature  un- 
less by  words  of  positive  grant  or  words  equivalent  in  law ; 
and  that  a  statute  which  granted  to  a  railroad  company  the 
right  from  time  to  time  to  fix  and  regulate  the  tolls  and 
charges  by  them  to  be  received  for  transportation  did  not 
deprive  the  State  of  its  power  to  act  upon  the  reasonableness 
of  the  tolls  and  charges  so  fixed  and  regulated.  It  was  held 
that  the  State  mighty  ^^  beyond  all  question,  by  the  settled 
rule  of  decision  in  this  court,  regulate  freights  and  fares  for 
business  done  exclusively  within  the  State,  and  it  would  seem 
to  be  a  matter  of  domestic  concern  to  prevent  the  company 
from  discriminating  against  persons  and  places  in  Mississippi.'^ 
"Nothing  can  be  done  by  the  government  of  Mississippi 
which  will  operate  as  a  burden  on  the  interstate  business  of 
the  company  or  impair  the  usefulness  of  its  facilities  for  in- 
terstate traffic.  .  .  .  The  commission  is  in  express  terms 
prohibited  by  the  act  of  March  15,  1884,  from  interfering 
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with  the  charges  of  the  company  for  the  transportation  of 
persons  or  property  through  Mississippi  from  one  State  to 
another.  The  statute  makes  no  mention  of  property  taken 
up  without  the  State  and  delivered  within,  nor  of  such  as 
may  be  taken  within  and  carried  without.''  The  court  studi- 
ously avoided  committing  itself  upon  the  question  of  the 
power  of  the  commission  over  interstate  commerce. 

The  prior  cases  were  all  reviewed,  and  the  subject  exhaus- 
tively considered  in  the  Wabash  <6c.  Bailway  v.  lUiiioiSy  118 
TJ.  S.  557,  in  which'  there  came  under  review  a  statute  of 
Illinois  enacting  that  if  any  railroad  company  should,  within 
that  State,  charge  or  receive  for  transporting  passengers  or 
freight  of  the  same  class  the  same  or  a  greater  sum  for  any 
distance  than  it  does  for  a  longer  distance,  it  should  be  liable 
to  a  penalty  for  unjust  discrimination.  The  defendant  in  that 
case  made  such  discrimination  in  regard  to  goods  transported 
over  the  same  road  or  roads,  from  Peoria,  Illinois,  and  from 
Gilman,  in  Illinois,  to  New  York;  charging  more  for  the 
same  class  of  goods  carried  from  Gilman  than  from  Peoria, 
the  former  being  eighty-six  miles  nearer  the  city  of  New  York 
than  the  latter,  this  difference  being  in  the  length  of  line  in 
the  State  of  Illinois.  The  court  held  that  such  transportation 
was  commerce  among  the  States,  even  as  to  that  part  of  the 
voyage  which  lay  within  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  that  the 
regulation  of  such  commerce  was  confided  to  Congress  exclu- 
sively, under  its  power  to  regulate  commerce  between  the 
States,  and  that  the  statute  in  question,  being  intended  to 
regulate  the  transmission  of  persons  or  property  from  one 
State  to  another,  was  not  within  that  class  of  legislation 
which  the  States  may  enact  in  the  absence  of  legislation  by 
Congress.  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  Mr.  Justice 
Miller  cited  the  prior  cases,  and  said  that  it  must  be  admitted 
that,  in  a  general  way,  the  court  treated  the  cases  then  before 
it  as  belonging  to  that  class  of  regulations  of  commerce, 
which,  like  pilotage,  bridging  navigable  rivers,  and  many 
others,  could  be  acted  upon  by  the  States  in  the  absence  of 
any  legislation  by  Congress  upon  the  same  subject.  He  fur- 
ther observed  that  "  the  great  question  to  be  decided,  and 
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which  was  decided,  and  which  was  argued  in  all  those  cases, 
was  the  right  of  the  State  in  which  the  railroad  company  did 
business  to  regulate  or  limit  the  amount  of  any  of  these  traffic 
charges.  The  importance  of  that  question  overshadowed  all 
others;  and  the  case  of  Munn  v.  lUiiwis  was  selected  by 
the  court  as  the  most  appropriate  one  in  which  to  give  its 
opinion  on  that  subject,  because  that  case  presented  the  ques- 
tion of  a  private  citizen,  or  unincorporated  partnership,  en- 
gaged in  the  warehouse  business  in  Chicago,  .  .  .  free 
from  the  question  of  continuous  transportation  through  the 
several  States,  .  .  .  and  the  question  how  far  a  charge 
made  for  a  continuous  transportation  over  several  States, 
which  included  a  State  whose  laws  were  in  question,  may  be 
divided  into  separate  charges  for  each  State,  in  enforcing  the 
power  of  the  States  to  regulate  the  fares  of  its  railroads,  was 
evidently  not  fully  considered."  The  substance  of  the  opinion 
was  that,  if  the  prior  cases  were  to  be  considered  as  laying 
down  the  principle  that  the  States  might  regulate  the  charges 
for  interstate  traffic,  they  must  be  considered  as  overruled. 
See  also  Bowman  v.  Chicago  dkc.  liaihoay,  125  U.  8.  465.  In 
none  of  the  subsequent  cases  has  any  disposition  been  shown 
to  lin^it  or  qualify  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  Wabash  ease^ 
and  to  that  doctrine  we  still  adhere. 

The  real  question  involved  here  is  whether  this  case  can  be 
distinguished  from  the  Wabash  case.  That  involved  the  right 
of  a  single  State  to  fix  the  charge  for  transportation  from  the 
interior  of  such  State  to  places  in  other  States.  This  case 
involves  the  right  of  one  State  to  fix  charges  for  the  trans- 
portation of  persons  and  property  over  a  bridge  connecting  it 
with  another  State,  without  the  assent  of  Congress  or  such 
other  State,  and  thus  involving  the  further  inquiries,  first, 
whether  such  traffic  across  the  river  is  interstate  commerce ; 
and,  second,  whether  a  bridge  can  be  considered  an  instrument 
of  such  commerce. 

The  Jirst  question  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative  upon 
the  authority  of  Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pennsylvam^ia^  114 
U.  S.  196,  in  which  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  attempted  to 
tax  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation  whose  entire  business 
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consisted  in  ferrying  passengers  and  freight  over  the  river 
Delaware  between  Philadelphia,  in  Pennsylvania,  and  Olouoes- 
ter,  in  New  Jersey.  This  traffic  was  held  to  be  interstate 
commerce,  and,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  that  the  ferry  boata 
were  registered  in  New  Jersey  and  were  taxable  there,  it  was 
held  that  there  was  no  property  held  by  the  company  which 
could  be  the  subject  of  taxation  in  Pennsylvania,  except  the 
lease  of  a  wharf  in  that  State.  ^^  Congress  alone,"  said  the 
court,  (page  204,)  "  therefore,  can  deal  with  such  transporta- 
tion ;  its  non-action  is  a  declaration  that  it  shall  remain  free 
from  burdens  imposed  by  state  legislation.  Otherwise,  there 
would  be  no  protection  against  conflicting  regulations  of  dif- 
ferent  States,  each  legislating  in  favor  of  its  own  citizens  and 
products  and  against  those  of  other  States."  If,  as  was  inti- 
mated in  that  case,  interstate  commerce  means  simply  com- 
merce between  the  States,  it  must  apply  to  all  commerce  which 
crosses  the  state  line,  regardless  of  the  distance  from  which  it 
comes  or  to  which  it  is  bound,  before  or  after  crossing  such 
state  line  —  in  other  words,  if  it  be  commerce  to  send  goods 
from  Cincinnati,  in  Ohio,  to  Lexington,  in  Kentucky,  it  is 
equally  such  to  send  goods  or  to  travel  in  person  from  Cin- 
cinnati to  Covington ;  and  while  the  reasons  which  influenced 
this  court  to  hold  in  the  Wabash  case  that  Illinois  could  not  fix 
rates  between  Peoria  and  New  York  may  not  impress  the 
mind  so  strongly  when  applied  to  fixing  the  rates  of  toll  upon 
a  bridge  or  ferry,  the  principle  is  identically  the  same,  and,  at 
least  in  the  absence  of  mutual  or  reciprocal  legislation  between 
the  two  States,  it  is  impossible  for  either  to  fix  a  tariff  of 
charges. 

With  reference  to  the  second  question,  an  attempt  is  made 
to  distinguish  a  bridge  from  a  ferry  boat,  and  to  argue  that 
while  the  latter  is  an  instrument  of  interstate  commerce,  the 
former  is  not.  Both  are,  however,  vehicles  of  such  commerce, 
and  the  fact  that  one  is  movable  and  the  other  is  a  fixture 
makes  no  difference  in  the  application  of  the  rule.  Commerce 
was  defined  in  Oihhons  v.  Ogdsn^  9  Wheat.  1,  189,  to  be  "  in- 
tercourse," and  the  thousands  of  people  who  daily  pass  and 
repass  over  this  bridge  may  be  as  truly  said  to  be  engaged  in 
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oommeroe  as  if  they  were  shipping  cargoes  of  merchandise 
from  New  York  to  Liverpool.  While  the  bridge  company  is 
not  itself  a  common  carrier,  it  affords  a  highway  for  such 
carriage,  and  a  toll  apon  such  bridge  is  as  much  a  tax  upon 
commerce  as  a  toll  upon  a  turnpike  is  a  tax  upon  the  traffic 
of  such  turnpike,  or  the  charges  upon  a  ferry  a  tax  upon  the 
commerce  across  a  river.  A  tax  laid  upon  those  who  do  the 
business  of  common  carriers  upon  a  certain  bridge  is  as  much 
a  tax  upon  the  commerce  of  that  bridge  as  if  the  owner  of 
the  bridge  were  himself  a  common  carrier. 

Let  us  examine  some  of  the  cases  which  are  supposed  to 
countenance  the  doctrine  that  ferries  and  bridges  connecting 
two  States  are  not  instruments  of  commerce  between  such 
States  in  such  sense  as  to  exempt  them  from  state  control. 
In  Convyay  v.  Taylor* 8  Executors^  1  Black,  603,  a  ferry  fran- 
chise on  the  Ohio  was  held  to  be  grantable  under  the  laws  of 
Kentucky  to  a  citizen  of  that  State  who  was  a  riparian  owner 
on  the  Kentucky  side.  It  was  said  not  to  be  necessary  to  the 
validity  of  the  grant  that  the  grantee  should  have  the  right 
of  landing  on  the  other  side  or  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
State.  The  opinion,  however,  did  not  pass  upon  the  question 
of  the  right  of  one  State  to  regulate  the  charge  for  ferriage, 
nor  does  it  follow  that  because  a  State  may  authorize  a  ferry 
or  bridge  from  its  own  territory  to  that  of  another  State,  it 
may  regulate  the  charges  upon  such  bridge  or  ferry.  A  State 
may  undoubtedly  create  corporations  for  the  purpose  of  build- 
ing and  running  steamships  to  foreign  ports,  but  it  would 
hardly  be  claimed  that  an  attempt  to  fix  a  scale  of  charges 
for  the  transportation  of  persons  or  property  to  and  from  such 
foreign  ports  would  not  be  a  regulation  of  commerce  and  be- 
yond the  constitutional  power  of  the  State.  It  is  true  the 
States  have  assumed  the  right  in  a  number  of  instances,  since 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  to  fix  the  rates  or  tolls  upon 
interstate  ferries  and  bridges,  and  perhaps  in  some  instances 
have  been  recognized  as  having  the  authority  to  do  so  by  the 
courts  of  the  several  States.  But  we  are  not  aware  of  any 
case  in  this  court  where  such  right  has  been  recognized.  Of 
recent  years  it  has  been  the  custom  to  obtain  the  consent  of 
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Congress  for  the  construction  of  bridges  over  navigable  waters, 
and  by  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  September  19, 1890, 
c.  907,  26  Stat.  426,  454,  it  is  made  unlawful  to  begin  the  con- 
struction of  any  bridge  over  navigable  waters,  until  the  loca- 
tion and  plan  of  such  bridge  have  been  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  War,  who  has  also  been  in  frequent  instances 
authorized  to  regulate  the  tolls  upon  such  bridges,  where  they 
connected  two  States.  So,  too,  in  Wiggins  Ferry  Company 
V.  East  St.  Louis,  107  U.  S.  365,  it  was  held  that  a  State  had 
the  power  to  impose  a  license  fee,  either  directly  or  through 
one  of  its  municipal  corporations,  upon  ferry-keepers  living  in 
the  State,  for  boats  which  they  owned  and  used  in  conveying 
from  a  landing  in  the  State  passengers  and  goods  across  a  nav- 
igable river  to  another  State.  It  was  said  that  "  the  levying 
of  a  tax  upon  vessels  or  other  water-craft,  or  the  exaction  of  a 
license  fee  by  the  State  within  which  the  property  subject  to 
the  exaction  has  its  sitiM^  is  not  a  regulation  of  commerce 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States." 
Obviously  the  case  does  not  touch  the  question  here  involved. 
Upon  the  other  hand,  however,  it  was  held  in  Moran  v.  New 
Orleans,  112  U.  S.  69,  that  a  municipal  ordinance  of  New 
Orleans  imposing  a  license  tax  upon  persons  owning  and  run- 
ning tow  boats  to  and  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  was  void  as  a 
regulation  of  commerce. 

It  is  clear  that  the  State  of  Kentucky,  by  the  statute  In 
question,  attempts  to  reach  out  and  secure  for  itself  a  right 
to  prescribe  a  rate  of  toll  applicable  not  only  to  persons  cross- 
ing from  Kentucky  to  Ohio,  but  from  Ohio  to  Kentucky,  a 
right  which  practically  nullifies  the  corresponding  right  of 
Ohio  to  fix  tolls  from  her  own  State.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
bridge  could  not  have  been  built  without  the  consent  of  Ohio, 
since  the  north  end  of  the  bridge  and  its  abutments  rest  upon 
Ohio  soil ;  and  without  authority  from  that  State  to  exercise 
the  right  of  eminent  domain,  no  land  could  have  been  acquired 
for  that  purpose.  It  follows  that,  if  the  State  of  Kentucky 
has  the  right  to  regulate  the  travel  upon  such  bridge  and  fix  the 
tolls,  the  State  of  Ohio  has  the  same  right,  and  so  long  as 
their  action  is  harmonious  there  may  be  no  room  for  friction 
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between  the  States ;  but  it  would  scarcely  be  consonant  with 
good  sense  to  say  that  separate  regulations  and  separate  tariffs 
may  be  adopted  by  each  State,  (if  the  subject  be  one  for  state 
regalation,)  and  made  applicable  to  that  portion  of  the  bridge 
within  its  own  territory.  So  far  as  the  matter  of  construction 
is  concerned,  each  State  may  proceed  separately  by  authoriz- 
ing the  company  to  condemn  land  within  its  own  territory, 
but  in  the  operation  of  the  bridge  their  action  must  be  joint  or 
great  confusion  is  likely  to  result.  It  may  be  for  the  interest 
of  Kentucky  to  add  to  its  own  population  by  encouraging 
residents  of  Cincinnati  to  purchase  homes  in  Covington,,  and 
to  do  this  by  fixing  the  tolls  at  such  a  rate  as  to  induce  citi- 
zens of  Ohio  to  reside  within  her  borders.  It  might  be  equally 
for  the  interest  of  Ohio  to  prescribe  a  higher  rate  of  toll  to 
induce  her  citizens  to  remain  and  fix  their  homes  within  their 
own  State,  and  as  persons  living  in  one  State  and  doing 
business  in  another  would  necessarily  have  to  cross  the  bridge 
at  least  twice  a  day,  the  rates  of  toll  might  become  a  seri- 
ous question  to  them.  Congress,  and  Congress  alone,  possesses 
the  requisite  power  to  harmonize  such  differences,  and  to  enact 
a  uniform  scale  of  charges  which  will  be  operative  in  both 
directions.  The  authority  of  the  State,  so  frequently  recog- 
nized by  this  court,  to  fix  tolls  for  the  use  of  wharves,  piers, 
elevators,  and  improved  channels  of  navigation,  has  always 
been  limited  to  such  as  were  exclusively  within  the  territory 
of  a  single  State,  thus  affecting  interstate  commerce  but  inci- 
dentally, and  cannot  be  extended  to  structures  connecting 
two  States  without  involving  a  liability  of  controversies  of  a 
serious  nature.  For  instance,  suppose  the  agent  of  the  Bridge 
Company  in  Cincinnati  should  refuse  to  recognize  tickets  sold 
upon  the  Kentucky  side,  enabling  the  person  holding  the 
ticket  to  pass  from  Ohio  to  Kentucky,  it  would  be  a  mere 
hrutum  fidmen  to  attempt  to  punish  such  agent  under  the 
laws  of  Kentucky.  Or,  suppose  the  State  of  Ohio  should 
authorize  such  agent  to  refuse  a  passage  to  persons  coming 
from  Kentucky  who  had  not  paid  the  toll  required  by  the 
Ohio  statute ;  or  that  Kentucky  should  enact  that  all  persons 
crossing  from  Kentucky  to  Ohio  should  be  entitled  to  a  free 
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passage,  and  thus  attempt  to  throw  the  whole  harden  upon 
persons  crossing  in  the  opposite  direction.  It  might  be  an 
advantage  to  one  State  to  make  the  charge  for  foot  passen- 
gers very  low  and  the  charge  for  merchandise  very  high,  and 
for  the  other  side  to  adopt  a  converse  system.  One  scale  of 
charges  might  be  advantageous  to  Eentacky  in  this  in- 
stance, where  the  larger  city  is  upon  the  north  side  of 
the  river,  while  a  wholly  different  system  might  be  to  her 
advantage  at  Louisville,  where  the  larger  city  is  upon  the 
south  side. 

We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  saying  that,  in  the 
absence  of  Congressional  legislation  or  mutual  legislation  of 
the  two  States,  the  company  has  the  right  to  fix  tolls  at  its 
own  discretion.  There  is  always  an  implied .  understanding 
with  reference  to  these  structures  that  the  charges  shall  be 
reasonable,  and  the  question  of  reasonableness  must  be  settled 
as  other  questions  of  a  judicial  nature  are  settled,  by  the  evi- 
dence in  the  particular  case.  As  was  said  in  Olouoester  Ferry 
Co.  V.  Pennsylvania^  114  XI.  S.  196,  217,  "  freedom  from  such 
impositions  does  not  of  course  imply  exemption  from  reason- 
able charges,  as  compensation  for  the  carriage  of  persons,  in 
the  way  of  tolls  or  fares,  or  from  the  ordinary  taxation  to 
which  other  property  is  subjected,  any  more  than  like  fre^ 
dom  of  transportation  on  land  implies  such  exemption.  Rea- 
sonable charges  for  the  use  of  property,  either  on  water 
or  land,  are  not  an  interference  with  the  freedom  of  trans- 
portation between  the  States  secured  under  the  commercial 
power  of  Congress."  Nor  are  we  to  be  understood  as  pass- 
ing upon  the  question  whether,  in  the  absence  of  legislation 
by  Congress,  the  States  may  by  reciprocal  action  fix  upoa 
a  tariff  which  shall  be  operative  upon  both  sides  of  the  river. 

We  do  hold,  however,  that  the  statute  of  the  Common- 
wealth of  Kentucky  in  question  in  this  case  is  an  attempted 
regulation  of  commerce  which  it  is  not  within  the  power  of 
the  State  to  make.  As  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller  in  the 
Wabcuh  case :  ^^  It  is  impossible  to  see  any  distinction  in  its 
effects  upon  commerce  of  either  class  between  a  statute  which 
regulates  the  charges  for  transportation  and  a  statute  which 
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levies  a  tax  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  upon  the  same  trans- 
portation." 

The  jitdgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky  ie 
therefore  reoereedy  and  the  case  remanded  to  thai  oourtfor 
further  proceedings  in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justiob  Fuller,  Mb.  Justice  Field,  Mb.  Justice 
Gray,  and  Mb.  Justice  WnrrE  concurred  in  the  judgment  of 
reversal,  for  the  following  reasons : 

The  several  States  have  the  power  to  establish  and  regulate 
ferries  and  bridges,  and  the  rates  of  toll  thereon,  whether 
within  one  State,  or  between  two  adjoining  States,  subject 
to  the  paramount  authority  of  Congress  over  interstate 
commerce. 

By  the  concurrent  acts  of  the  legislature  of  Kentucky  in 
1846,  and  of  the  legislature  of  Ohio  in  1849,  this  bridge  com- 
pany was  made  a  corporation  of  each  State,  and  authorized  to 
fix  rates  of  toll. 

Congress,  by  the  act  of  February  17, 1865,  c.  39,  declared 
this  bridge  "  to  be,  when  completed  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  States  of  Ohio  and  Kentucky,  a  lawful  structure;" 
bat  made  no  provision  as  to  tolls ;  and  thereby  manifested 
the  intention  of  Congress  that  the  rates  of  toll  should  be  as 
esteblished  by  the  two  States.    13  Stat.  431. 

The  original  acts  of  incorporation  constituted  a  contract 
between  the  corporation  and  both  States,  which  could  not  be 
altered  by  the  one  State  without  the  consent  of  the  other. 
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COVINGTON  AND  CINCINNATI  ELEVATED  RAIL- 
ROAD  AND  TRANSFER  AND  BRIDGE  COMPANY 
V.  KENTUCKY. 

HBBOB  TO  THB  OOUBT  OF   APPEALS   OF    THB   8TATB  OF    KEMTUOKT. 
Ho.  1048.    Argued  April  25, 18M.  —  I>eetd6d  May  M,  18M. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  is  reversed  on  the  anthority  of  Covington  S  GUh 
dnnati  Bridge  Co.  y.  Kentucky,  ante,  904. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  WUliam  H,  Jackson^  (with  whom  was  Mr.  W.  H. 
Wadsworth  on  the  brief,)  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Jfr.  WiUicmi  J.  Sendriok,  Attorney  General  of  the  State 
of  Kentucky,  and  Mr.  WUliam  Ooeifd  for  defendant  in  error. 

Mb.  JusnoB  Bbown  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  case  differs  from  the  last  only  in  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  in  error  was  not  incorporated  until  1886,  and  sub- 
sequently to  a  general  law  of  the  State  declaring  that  all 
charters  and  grants  of  or  to  corporations  shall  be  subject  to 
amendment  or  repeal  at  the  will  of  the  legislature.  Conced- 
ing that  these  words  became  a  part  of  its  charter,  and  hence 
that  no  contract  was  impaired  by  the  legislation  of  1890,  such 
legislation  is  still  open  to  the  objection  found  to  exist  in  the 
former  case,  that  it  is  in  conflict  with  the  interstate  commeroe 
clause  of  the  Constitution. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky  is, 
therefore. 

Reversed^  and  the  case  renumded  to  that  court  for  further 
proceedings. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Fulleb,  Mb.  JnsnoE  Fibld,  Mb.  Jus- 
tice Geay,  and  Mb.  Justice  White  concurred  in  the  judgment 
of  reversal,  for  the  like  reasons  as  in  the  ease  of  CovingUm 
Bridge  v.  KentmcJcyy  ante,  204,  228. 
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UNITED  STATES  v.  ILLINOIS  CENTRAL  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THB    CIBOUIT    OOURT    OF  THB    UmTED    STATB8    FOB 
THB  NOBTHEBN   DISTBIOT  OF    ILLINOIS. 

Ho.  881.    Argued  March  39, 80, 18B4.  -  Decided  May  2«,  1804. 

Under  the  operation  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  Illinois  of  February  27, 
1833,  for  the  making  and  recording  of  town  plats,  the  interest  In  and 
control  of  the  United  States  over  the  streets,  alleys,  and  commons  in  the 
Fort  Dearborn  addition  to  Chicago  ceased  with  the  record  of  the  plat 
thereof  and  the  sale  of  the  adjoining  lots. 

When  a  resort  is  made  by  individuals,  or  by  the  government  of  the  United 
States  to  the  mode  provided  by  the  statute  of  a  State  where  real  prop- 
erty is  situated,  for  the  transfer  of  its  title,  the  effect  and  conditions 
prescribed  by  the  statute  will  apply,  and  such  operation  will  be  given  to 
the  instrument  of  conveyance  as  is  there  designated. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sus- 
taining a  demurrer  on  the  part  of  the  Illinois  Central  and  the 
Michigan  Central  Railroad,  to  an  information  filed  by  the 
United  States,  and  dismissing  the  information  as  to  all  the  ap- 
pellees. The  information  sought  to  restrain  the  appellees  from 
diverting  the  public  ground  marked  on  the  plat  of  the  Fort 
Dearborn  addition  to  the  city  of  Chicago  from  the  easements 
to  which  it  was  dedicated.  On  this  branch  of  the  case  the 
information  proceeded  upon  the  theory  that  the  United  States 
being  the  owners  of  the  land  in  question,  and  having  dedicated 
it  to  certain  public  purposes,  were  entitled  to  enjoin  its  diversion 
from  those  public  purposes  to  private  uses.    The  bill  alleged : 

That  before  and  on  the  7th  day  of  June,  a.d.  1839,  the 
United  States  possessed  and  owned  in  fee  simple  the  southwest 
fractional  quarter  of  section  10,  the  same  being  a  reservation 
oat  of  the  public  domain,  called  the  Fort  Dearborn  reservation ; 
and  the  then  Secretary  of  War  having  directed  that  reserva- 
tion to  be  sold,  the  same  was  thereupon  by  his  authority  laid 
off  into  blocks,  lots,  streets,  alleys,  and  public  ground,  as  an 
addition  to  the  municipality  aforesaid,  called  the  Fort  Dear- 
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bom  addition  to  Chicago ;  and  on  the  day  last  above  mentioned 
a  plat  thereof  was  made  and  acknowledged  by  one  Matthew 
Birchard  as  agent  and  attorney  of  the  said  Secretary  of  War, 
and  was  thereupon  duly  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  of 
the  said  county  of  Cook  ;  on  which  plat  a  part  of  the  ground 
therein  comprised,  being  all  that  part  between  Lake  Michigan, 
on  the  east,  and  blocks  12  and  15  (as  shown  by  the  plat)  on  the 
west,  was  designated  as  "  public  ground,  forever  to  remain 
vacant  of  buildings,"  and  there  was  a  further  declaration  that 
^'  the  public  ground  between  Randolph  and  Madison  streets, 
and  fronting  upon  Lake  Michigan,  was  not  to  be  occupied  with 
buildings  of  any  description ; "  as  by  a  plat  therewith  filed 
mbre  fully  and  distinctly  appeared.  And  afterward  the  several 
lots  designated  and  shown  on  that  plat  were  sold  and  conveyed 
by  the  United  States  to  divers  persons,  by  and  according  to  the 
plat  and  with  reference  to  the  same ;  but  the  United  States 
never  parted  with  the  title  to  the  streets,  alleys,  and  pubUc 
ground  in  the  said  plat  designated  and  marked,  and  still  own 
the  same  in  fee  simple,  with  the  rights  and  privilegesi  riparian 
and  otherwise,  pertaining  to  such  ownership,  subject  to  the 
use  and  enjoyment  of  the  same  by  the  public. 

The  bill  further  alleged  a  grant  of  right  of  way  to  the 
Illinois  Central  Bailroad,  under  an  act  of  the  State  of  Illinois, 
approved  February  10,  1851,  which  provided,  however,  that 
nothing  in  that  act  contained  should  authorize  the  said  corpo- 
ration to  make  location  of  its  tracks  within  any  city  without 
the  consent  of  the  common  coimcil  of  such  city. 

The  bill  further  alleged  that  the  common  councQ  of  the 
city  of  Chicago,  by  an  ordinance  dated  June  14,  1852,  gave 
the  Illinois  Central  Bailroad  Company  the  right  to  enter 
upon  and  use  for  the  purpose  of  its  said  railroad  and  works 
a  space  300  feet  wide,  for  the  whole  length  of  the  public 
ground  shown  in  the  plat  of  the  Fort  Dearborn  addition,  and 
that  the  railroad  company,  having  accepted  said  act  of  the 
legislature  and  said  ordinance,  by  virtue  and  under  color  of 
the  same  proceeded  to  and  did  build  its  said  railroad  and 
extend  and  complete  the  same  from  the  southward  into  the 
said  city,  on  the  course  indicated  in  the  said.ordinance,  to 
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a  terminus  near  the  Chicago  River  aforesaid;  and  the  said 
company  has  ever  since  maintained  and  operated  its  said  rail- 
road, and  continues  so  to  do.  And  the  said  District  Attorney 
for  the  United  States  says  that  no  authority  or  license  was 
ever  given  by  the  United  States  for  building  or  maintaining 
or  operating  its  said  railroad  upon  or  along  .  .  .  said 
public  ground  shown  on  said  plat  of  Fort  Dearborn  addition, 
or  any  part  of  those  tracts  of  ground;  that  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  State  of  Illinois  passed  an  act  on  April  16, 
1869,  whereby  it  assumed  and  attempted,  among  other  things, 
to  grant  in  fee  to  the  said  Illinois  Central  Bailroad  Company, 
etc.,  ...  all  the  right  and  title  of  the  State  of  Illinois 
in  and  to  the  lands  submerged,  or  otherwise,  lying  north  of 
the  south  line  of  Monroe  Street,  and  south  of  the  south  line 
of  Randolph  Street,  and  between  the  east  line  of  Michigan 
Avenue  and  the  track  and  way  of  the  said  Illinois  Central 
Railroad,  the  said  pretended  act  purporting  to  grant  the  said 
grounds  for  a  passenger  station  and  other  railroad  purposes, 
and  providing  that  the  said  railroad  companies  named  as 
grantees  should  pay  to  the  city  of  Chicago  the  sum  of  $800,000 
.  .  .  ;  that  the  said  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company, 
etc.,  .  .  .  now  give  out  and  claim  that  the  said  pretended 
act  was  and  is  a  legal  and  binding  act,  and  passed  to  them 
respectively  a  valid  title  to  the  property  in  and  by  the  sam^ 
attempted  to  be  granted ;  and  the  same  companies  now  claim 
the  right  and  threaten  to  take  possession  and  exclusive  con- 
trol of  the  property  so  in  and  by  the  said  pretended  act 
attempted  to  be  granted  to  them  respectively. 

Thus  the  information  showed  that  the  railroad  companies 
named  claimed  title  to  that  portion  of  the  public  ground 
shown  on  the  plat  of  the  dedication  of  the  Fort  Dearborn  addi- 
tion lying  east  of  Michigan  Avenue,  and  threatened  to  take 
possession  and  exclusive  control  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of 
appropriating  it  to  a  passenger  station  and  other  railroad 
purposes. 

Mr.  Solicitor  General  for  appellants. 

L  The  Birchard  plat  of  the  Fort  Dearborn  addition  to  the 
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city  of  Chioago  did  not  divest  the  United  States  of  the  fee  in 
the  pablio  ground  for  the  following  reasons : 

1.  The  act  of  March  8, 1819,  c.  88,  3  Stat.  520,  under  which 
the  Secretary  of  War  acted,  while  it  probably  conferred  author- 
ity upon  him  to  lay  out  streets  and  alleys  as  fairly  incidental 
to  the  power  "  to  sell,"  which  power  alone  was  conferred  upon 
him  in  terms,  did  not  authorize  him  to  convey  away  the 
fee  of  a  large  tract  to  be  used  as  a  public  ground.  By  the 
language  of  the  act  it  was  only  '^  on  the  payment  of  the  consid- 
eration" that  the  Secretary  was  authorized  "to  make,  exe- 
cute, and  deliver  all  needful  instruments,  conveying  and 
transferring  the  same  in  fee." 

2.  The  town-plat  act  of  Illinois,  of  February  27,  1833, 
Revised  Laws  of  Illinois,  1833,  599,  provides  only  for  cases 
in  which  "  any  county  commissioners  or  other  person  or  per- 
sons wish  to  lay  out  a  town."  The  United  States  are  not 
fairly  within  the  description  of  "person  or  persons,"  and 
a  plat  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  is  not  within 
the  terms  of  the  act.  Note  the  penalties  prescribed  by  sections 
8  and  9,  to  which  the  United  States  could  not  be  subject 

3.  The  act  of  Congress  under  which  Fort  Dearborn  was 
sold  authorized  the  Secretary  of  War  "to  cause  to  be  sold" 
and  "  to  make,  execute,  and  deliver  all  needful  instruments, 
conveying  and  transferring  the  same  in  fee,"  so  that,  if  the 
Illinois  statute  covers  this  plat  at  all,  the  Secretary  of  War 
must  be  deemed  to  be  "  the  person  "  who  is  author^ed  by  its 
first  section  "  to  lay  out "  the  addition,  and  "  the  person  "  who 
is  required  under  the  fourth  section  to  acknowledge  the  plat 
before  one  of  the  judicial  oflScers  named.  It  has  been  held 
that  the  statute  does  not  authorize  a  plat  to  be  made  or  ac- 
knowledged by  an  agent  or  attorney  in  fact  Oossdin  v. 
Chicago^  103  Dlinois,  623,  626.  Only  stone  planting  can  be 
done  through  an  agent.  lb.  626.  The  attempt  of  the  Secretary 
of  War  to  act  through  an  agent  and  attorney  was  therefore 
ineffectual  to  accomplish  a  statutory  dedication,  assuming  all 
the  other  requirements  of  the  statute  to  have  been  complied 
with. 

4.  But  if  the  Secretary  of  War  could  act  through  an  attorney 
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in  fact,  it  was  necessary  to  the  validity  of  his  power  of  at- 
torney that  it  should  be  recorded  under  section  sixteen  of  the 
"Act  concerning  conveyances  of  real  property."  Kev.  Stat. 
IlL  1833,  135,  quoted  in  103  Illinois,  627.  Birchard's  power 
of  attorney  does  not  appear  to  have  been  recorded. 

5.  Section  1  of  the  Illinois  act  requires  the  plat  or  map  of 
the  addition,  and  also  the  survey  itself,  to  be  made  by  the 
county  surveyor.  See  also  section  10  providing  for  his  fees. 
On  the  Birchard  plat  the  county  surveyor  certifies  "  that  the 
foregoing  field  notes  of  the  same  [plat]  are  correct  as  done  by 
me  inmiediately  preceding  the  date  hereof,"  but  he  does  not 
certify  that  either  the  survey  or  the  plat  were  made  by  him. 

6.  Section  4  requires  that  the  surveyor,  as  one  of 
"every  person  or  persons  whose  duty  it  may  be  to  comply 
with  tibie  foregoing  requirements,"  shall  acknowledge  the  plat 
before  one  of  the  judicial  officers  named.  No  such  acknowl- 
edgment was  made  by  the  county  surveyor. 

7.  Section  4  requires  that  the  plat  or  map  shall  be  certified 
not  only  by  the  surveyor  but  by  the  county  commissioners. 
It  is  suggested  by  counsel  for  the  appellees  that  "and"  in 
this  section  should  be  read  "  or."  No  decision  is  cited  to 
support  that  contention.  The  same  language  requiring  both 
the  surveyor  and  the  county  commissioners  to  certify  the  plat 
is  found  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Illinois,  1845,  p.  115,  c.  25, 
§  20,  and  in  statutes  of  Illinois,  1869,  (Gross's  ed.,)  c.  25,  div.  1, 
§  20.  The  object  of  the  statute  in  requiring  the  certified ' 
approval  of  the  county  commissioners  to  the  plat  is  obvious, 
otherwise  it  would  be  left  to  the  option  of  individuals  to  lay 
out  such  additions  to  towns  as  they  saw  fit.  Section  4  also 
requires,  I  submit,  that  the  county  commissioners  shall  ac- 
knowledge the  plat  before  one  of  the  judicial  officers  named. 
The  Birchard  plat  contains  neither  the  certificate  of  the 
county  commissioners,  nor  the  acknowledgment  of  the  county 
commissioners  required  by  this  section. 

II.  If  either  of  the  foregoing  points  is  well  taken,  the  fee 
of  the  United  States  in  the  public  ground  has  not  been 
divested,  for  it  has  been  held  repeatedly  that  a  dedication 
which  does  not  conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
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does  not  divest  the  fee  of  the  owner  in  streets  and  public 
grounds,  but  operates  only  as  a  common  law  dedication.  By 
the  express  terms  of  section  5  it  is  only  plats  "  when  made 
out  and  certified,  acknowledged,  and  recorded,  as  required  by 
this  act,"  that  are  effective  to  vest  the  fee.  Banks  v.  Ogden^ 
2  Wall.  57 ;  Gossdin  v.  Chicago,  103  Illinois,  623,  625 ;  Manly 
V.  Gtbsoti,  13  Illinois,  308,  312 ;  United  States  v.  Illinois  Cenr 
i/ral  Rwilroad,  2  Bissell,  174,  177. 

The  information  admits  that  the  United  States  have  made 
a  common  law  dedication  —  in  other  words,  that  although 
the  United  States  are  the  owners  of  the  fee  in  the  pubhc 
ground,  they  are  estopped  to  prevent  its  use  as  public  ground, 
or  themselves  to  occupy  it  with  buildings.  But  that  is  the 
extent  of  the  estoppel  or  of  the  easement  which  they  have 
granted,  and  as  the  owners  of  the  fee,  subject  to  such  ease- 
ment, they  are  clearly  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  prevent 
others  from  occupying  it  with  a  depot  or  other  buildings. 

III.  But  if  the  court  holds  that  the  plat  is  good  as  a  statu- 
tory dedication,  so  as  to  vest  the  fee  of  the  public  ground  in 
the  city  of  Chicago,  section  5  of  the  Illinois  statute  declares 
that  such  fee  '^  shall  be  held  in  the  corporate  name  thereof, 
in  trust  to  and  for  the  uses  and  purposes  set  forth  and  ex- 
pressed or[intended."  The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  has  held, 
in  Zinc  Company  v.  La  SaUe,  117  Illinois,  411,  that  the  fee  so 
vested  is  a  base  or  determinable  fee,  and  that  upon  the  entire 
and  permanent  abandonment  of  the  easement  the  property 
reverts  to  the  dedicator. 

I  submit  that  the  United  States,  not  only  as  donors  of  the 
trust,  but  in  view  of  the  possibility  of  reversion,  may  main- 
tain this  bill  to  restrain  an  abuse  of  the  trust  and  to  prevent 
an  occupation  of  the  grounds  with  the  buildings,  even  if  they 
have  parted  with  the  fee.  One  who  dedicates  property  to 
public  uses  is  entitled  in  a  court  of  equity  to  enforce  the  trusts 
declared  by  the  dedication,  whether  he  accompanied  the  dedi- 
cation with  a  transfer  of  the  fee  to  the  municipality  or  retained 
the  fee  in  himself. 

Warren  v.  Lyons  City,  22  Iowa,  351,  355,  is  a  case  in  which 
the  fee  of  a  public  square  had  vested  in  the  city.     The  suit 
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was  brought  by  the  dedicator  to  enjoin  the  municipal  authori- 
ties from  selling  the  square  or  otherwise  diverting  it  to  uses 
and  purposes  foreign  to  those  for  which  the  dedication  was 
made.    The  court  said : 

For  the  use  contemplated,  they  may  have  parted  with  the 
fee  —  the  "  proprietary  right,"  but  not  for  all  purposes ;  and, 
therefore,  if  the  city  authorities,  as  the  claimed  trustee  of  the 
public,  should  undertake  to  make  gain  by  the  sale,  or  to 
authorize  its  use  for  anything  else  but  a  ^^  public  square,"  they 
violate  the  trust,  and  the  original  owners,  in  virtue  of  the 
terms  of  the  grant,  may  demand  that  the  trust  shall  be  exe- 
cuted in  good  faith,  and  restrain  any  such  proposed  violation 
of  the  terms  upon  which  the  grant  was  accepted. 

Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  that  if  a  grant  is  made  for  a 
specific,  limited,  and  defined  purpose,  the  subject  of  the  grant 
cannot  be  used  for  another,  and  that  the  grantor  retains  still 
such  an  interest  therein  as  entitles  him  in  a  court  of  equity  to 
insist  upon  the  execution  of  the  interest  as  originally  declared 
and  accepted. 

In  Barclay  v.  HowdPs  Lessee^  6  Pet.  498,  507,  Mr.  Justice 
McLean,  in  denying  the  right  of  the  dedicator  to  recover  in 
ejectment,  said : 

If  this  ground  had  been  dedicated  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  the  city  authorities  had  appropriated  it  to  an  entirely 
different  purpose,  it  might  afford  ground  for  the  interfereuce 
of  a  court  of  chancery  to  compel  a  specific  execution  of  the 
trust,  by  restraining  the  corporation,  or  by  causing  the  removal 
of  obstructions. 

In  Hardy  v.  Memphis,  10  Heiskell,  127,  128,  where  the 
original  proprietors  sought  to  recover  land,  first,  because  not 
dedicated,  and  second,  if  dedicated,  because  the  use  was 
claimed  to  have  been  abandoned,  the  court  said  a  misuse  of 
the  land  did  not  work  a  forfeiture,  '^  nor  entitle  the  original 
proprietors  to  any  relief  except,  upon  a  bill  properly  filed,  to 
have  the  buildings  obstructing  the  proper  use  removed." 

lY.  The  United  States  seek  to  maintain  this  suit,  not  in  the 
exercise  of  sovereignty  or  of  governmental  or  police  control, 
but  solely  by  virtue  of  their  title  in  and  ownership  of  land, 
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just  as  any  private  owner  might  do.  Fort  Dearborn  was  land 
which  the  United  States  owned  in  propriety  and  coald  dispose 
of  as  Congress  saw  fit,  and  with  respect  to  it,  therefore,  the 
United  States  are  in  the  position  of  a  private  owner;  and  if  a 
private  owner,  having  dedicated  the  public  ground,  might 
maintain  this  bill,  the  United  States  can  do  so. 

The  distinction  between  the  caise  at  bar  and  the  case  of  New 
Orleam  v.  United  States,  10  Pet.  662,  736,  is  clearly  recog- 
nized by  Mr.  Justice  McLean  in  the  following  passage  in  his 
opinion :  ^'  If  the  common  in  contest,  under  the  Spanish  crown, 
formed  a  part  of  the  public  domain  or  the  crown  lands,  and 
the  king  had  power  to  alien  it,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it 
passed  under  the  treaty  to  the  United  States,  and  they  have  a 
right  to  dispose  of  it,  the  same  as  other  public  lands.  But  if 
the  King  of  Spain  held  the  land  in  trust,  for  the  use  of  the 
city,"  etc. 

Neither  that  case  nor  PoUarcTs  Lessee  v.  ffagcbn  et  al.,  3 
How.  212,  relate  to  land  which  the  United  States  ever 
held  as  property,  with  power  to  sell  as  part  of  the  pubUc 
domain. 

In  New  Orleans  v.  The  United  States,  10  Pet.  662,  relief 
was  denied  the  United  States  upon  the  ground  that  the  King 
of  Spain  had  not  power  to  alienate  the  public  levee  in  New^ 
Orleans,  that  the  treaty  did  not  pass  the  title  to  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  Federal  government  did  not  succeed  to 
the  limited  police  jurisdiction,  which  had  been  exercised  by 
the  King  of  Spain  to  regulate  the  use  of  the  quay ;  in  other 
words,  that  the  United  States  never  were  owners  of  the  quay ; 
whereas  at  bar  we  have  an  abandoned  military  post,  held  as 
the  property  of  the  United  States  and  sold  and  dedicated  by 
them  as  such. 

In  United  States  v.  Chicago,  7  How.  186,  194,  this  court 
recognized  the  right  of  the  Federal  government  to  hold  the 
very  land  in  question  as  a  mere  proprietor.  The  government 
is  not  claiming  any  municipal  power  or  control  over  this  pub- 
lic ground  ;  but  only  the  rights  concerning  it  that  an  ordinary 
person  would  have,  asserting  merely  the  legal  rights  which 
grow  out  of  its  ownership  as  a  proprietor. 
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Mr.  Benjamin  F.  *Ayer  for  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad 
Company,  appellee. 

Mr.  John  S.  Miller  for  the  City  of  Chicago,  appellee. 

Mb.  Justice  Field  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  on  the  part  of  the*  United  States  from  a 
decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  an  in- 
formation or  bill  in  equity,  in  which  they  were  complainants 
and  the  Illinois  Central  and  other  railroad  companies  were 
defendants.  The  information  charges  that  encroachments  are 
made  or  threatened  upon  property  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  object  of  the  information,  so  far  as  contended  on  the 
present  appeal,  is  to  prevent  their  continuance  in  the  future, 
as  to  one  particular  parcel  of  property  and  to  preserve  it  open 
to  the  uses  for  which  it  was  dedicated  by  the  United  States. 
That  property  consists  of  land  situated  on  the  shore  of  Lake 
Michigan,  being  part  of  fractional  section  ten  in  Chicago, 
lying  between  Lake  Michigan  on  the  east  and  block  twelve 
of  the  plat  of  Fort  Dearborn  addition  to  Chicago  on  the  west. 

The  several  parties  named  as  defendants  appeared  to  the 
information,  and  the  Illinois  Central  Bailroad  Company  and 
the  Michigan  Central  Bailroad  Company  demurred  to  it  on 
the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  such  a  case  as  entitles  the 
United  States  to  the  relief  prayed  for,  or  show  any  right  of 
interference  on  their  part,  either  in  law  or  in  equity,  respect- 
ing the  matters  referred  to,  or  allege  any  violation,  contem- 
plated or  threatened,  of  any  right,  legal  or  equitable,  of  the 
United  States. 

Upon  the  bearing  of  the  several  cases  known  and  spoken 
of  together  as  the  Lake  Front  case,  before  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  at  Chicago  on  the  23d  of  February, 
1888,  this  demurrer  was  argued,  and  was  sustained,  ^^  except 
as  to  that  part  of  the  information  which  alleges,  in  substance, 
that  the  Illinois  Central  Bailroad  Company  claims  the  abso- 
late  ownership  of,  and  threatens  to  take  possession  of,  use  and 
occupy  the  outer  harbor  of  Chicago,''  the  opinion  of  the  court 
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being  "  that  the  general  government,  upon  the  showing  made 
by  it,  has  no  title  to  any  of  the  streets  or  grounds  described 
in  said  information,  and  has  no  standing  in  court,  except  so 
far  as  it  seeks  to  protect  the  said  harbor  against  obstructions 
that  would  impair  the  public  right  of  navigation,  or  interfere 
with  any  plan  devised  by  the  United  States  for  the  develop- 
ment or  improvement  of  the  outer  harbor."  33  Fed.  Eep. 
730.  Afterwards,  on  the  23d  of  August,  1890,  the  attorney 
of  the  United  States  was  granted  leave  to  amend  the  infor- 
mation by  striking  out  whatever  related  to  the  outer  harbor 
and  the  encroachments  alleged  to  have  been  made,  or  threat- 
ened in  the  navigable  waters  of  the  lake;  and,  at  the  same 
time,  an  order  was  entered  by  the  district  judge  sustaining 
the  demurrer  to  the  information  as  amended,  and  directing 
that  it  be  dismissed,  "  without  prejudice  to  the  United  States, 
however,  to  hereafter  institute  any  appropriate  action  or  pro- 
ceedings for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  any  rights  they  may 
have  in  the  navigable  waters  of  the  lake  or  outer  harbor  of 
Chicago ; "  and  thereupon  an  appeal  was  prayed  and  allowed 
to  the  Supreme  Court. 

From  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  the  Lake  Frord 
cascj  rendered  in  February,  1888,  appeals  were  taken  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  by  the  Illinois  Central 
Railroad  Company  and  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  they  were 
argued  and  decided  at  its  October  term,  1892.  Illinois  Cenr 
tral  Railroad  v.  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  387.  The  United  States 
did  not  appear  and  participate  in  the  argument  on  the  appeaL 
As  they  were  never  a  party  to  those  suits  in  the  court  below 
and  never  appealed  from  the  decree,  they  were-  dropped  as  a 
party  in  the  designation  of  the  title  of  the  case.  The  ques- 
tions involving  the  title  and  right  of  the  parties  embrac^  in 
the  cases,  considered  under  the  general  designation  of  the 
Illinois  Ceni/ral  Railroad  Company  v.  State  of  Illinois,  to  the 
navigable  waters  of  the  harbor  of  Chicago  and  in  the  Lake 
Front  property,  and  the  encroachments  on  the  harborby  the 
railroad  company,  and  the  validity  of  the  act  of  April  16, 
1869,  granting  submerged  lands  in  the  harbor,  were  fully 
considered  and  settled  as  between  the  State  and  the  city  of 
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Chicago,  on  the  one  part,  and  the  Illinois  Central  Kailroad 
Company  on  the  other. 

The  appeal  now  before  the  court  is  the  one  taken  by  the 
United  States  from  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  rendered 
on  the  23d  of  August,  1890,  sustaining  the  demurrer  to 
the  information.  The  amendment  allowed  to  the  informa- 
tion consisted  in  striking  out  that  part  to  which  the  demurrer 
was  not  sustained,  and  was  made  in  order  that  the  demurrer 
might  go  to  the  entire  information.  The  only  contention  now 
urged  by  the  Solicitor  General,  on  behalf  of  the  appellants,  is 
that  the  information  is  good  to  the  extent  that  it  seeks  to 
restrain  the  appellees  from  diverting  the  public  ground  desig- 
nated as  such,  on  the  plat  of  the  Fort  Dearborn  addition  to 
the  city  of  Chicago  from  the  supposed  public  easement  to 
which  it  was  dedicated.  The  Solicitor  General  states  that 
on  this  branch  of  the  case  the  information  proceeds  upon 
the  theory  that  the  United  States,  being  the  owners  of  the 
land  in  question,  and  having  dedicated  it  to  a  public  purpose, 
are  entitled  to  enjoin  its  diversion  from  that  public  purpose  to 
private  uses.  It  will,  therefore,  be  unnecessary  for  the  dispo- 
sition of  the  appeal  to  consider  any  other  position  originally 
taken  by  the  United  States  in  the  information. 

As  early  as  1804  a  military  post  was  established  by  the 
United  States  south  of  Chicago  Siver,  upon  the  southwest 
fractional  quarter  of  section  ten,  and  was  subsequently  occu- 
pied by  troops  until  its  sale  many  years  afterwards.  In  1819 
Congress  passed  an  act  authorizing  the  sale  by  the  Secretary 
of  War,  under  the  direction  of  the  President,  of  such  military 
sites  belonging  to  the  United  States  as  may  have  been  found 
or  had  become  useless  for  military  purposes.  And  the  Secre- 
tary of  War  was  authorized,  on  the  payment  of  the  considera- 
tion agreed  upon  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to 
execute  and  deliver  all  needful  instruments  conveying  the 
same  in  fee.  And  the  act  declared  that  the  jurisdiction  which 
had  been  specially  ceded  to  the  United  States  for  military 
purposes,  by  a  State,  over  such  site  or  sites  should  thereafter 
cease.  Act  of  March  3, 1819,  c.  88,  3  Stat.  520.  Subsequently, 
in  1824,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  the  south- 
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west  quarter  of  this  fractional  section  ten,  containing  about 
fifty-seven  acres,  and  on  which  Fort  Dearborn  was  situated, 
was  reserved  from  sale  for  military  purposes  by  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office.  The  land  thus  reserved 
continued  to  be  used  for  military  purposes  until  1837.  In  that 
year,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  War,  it  was  laid 
off  by  his  authority  into  blocks,  lots,  streets,  alleys,  and  public 
ground,  as  an  addition  to  the  municipality  of  Chicago,  and 
called  the  ^'  Fort  Dearborn  addition  to  Chicago,"  and  in  June^ 
1839,  a  plat  thereof  was  made  and  acknowledged  by  his  agent 
and  attorney  and  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  of  the  county 
of  Cook.  On  that  plat  a  part  of  the  ground  situated  between 
Lake  Michigan  on  the  east  and  block  twelve  on  the  west  is 
designated  as  "public  ground  forever  to  remain  vacant  of 
buildings."  [146  U.  8.  392,  Map  A.]  It  bears  also  a  further 
declaration  in  these  words,  viz. :  "  The  public  ground  between 
Eandolph  and  Madison  Streets  and  fronting  upon  Lake  Mich- 
igan is  not  to  be  occupied  with  buildings  of  any  description." 
Subsequently,  and  for  some  years,  several  lots  designated  and 
shown  on  the  plat  were  reserved  from  sale  and  remained  in 
the  military  occupation  of  the  government,  but  eventually,  in 
1845,  or  soon  afterwards,  all  of  them  were  sold  and  conveyed 
by  the  United  States  to  divers  persons  "  by  and  according  to 
said  plat  and  with  reference  to  the  same." 

The  statute  of  Illinois  of  February  27,  1833,  then  in  force 
for  the  making  and  recording  of  town  plats,  (Rev.  Stat  of  IlL 
§  833,  p.  599,)  provided  that  every  donation  or  grant  to  the 
public,  marked  or  noted  as  such  on  the  plat,  should  be  deemed 
in  law  a  sufficient  conveyance  to  vest  the  fee  simple  title,  and 
that  '^  the  land  intended  to  be  for  streets,  alleys,  ways,  com- 
mons, or  other  public  uses,  in  any  town  or  city,  or  addition 
thereto,  shall  be  held  in  the  corporate  name  thereof  in  trust 
to  and  for  the  uses  and  purposes  set  forth  and  expressed  or 
intended."  The  plat  in  such  cases  had  all  the  force  of  an 
express  grant  and  operated  to  convey  all  the  title  and  interest 
of  the  United  States  in  the  property  for  the  uses  and  purposes 
intended.  Zinc  Company  v.  La  SaUe^  117  Illinois,  411, 
414,  415;  Chicago  v.  Rvmsey^  87  Illinois,  348;  Gebhardi  v. 
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Reeves^  75  Illinois,  301 ;  Canal  Trustees  v.  H(M)en8^  11  Illinois, 
554. 

It  is  stated  in  the  information  that  the  United  States  never 
parted  with  the  title  to  the  streets,  alleys,  and  public  grounds 
designated  and  marked  on  the  plat,  and  that  they  still  own 
the  same  in  fee  simple  **  with  the  rights  and  privileges,  riparian 
and  otherwise,  pertaining  to  such  ownership,  subject  to  the 
use  and  enjoyment  of  the  same  by  the  public." 

But  we  do  not  think  this  position  is  tenable.  A  title  to 
some  of  the  streets  may  have  continued  in  the  government  so 
long  as  the  title  to  any  of  the  adjoining  lots  remained  with  it, 
but  not  afterwards  without  disregard  of  the  statutory  regula- 
tions of  the  State  and  its  provisions  for  the  transfer  of  the 
title.  When  a  resort  is  made  by  individuals  or  the  govern- 
ment to  the  mode  provided  by  the  statute  of  a  State  where 
real  property  is  situated,  for  the  transfer  of  its  title,  the  effect 
and  conditions  prescribed  by  the  statute  will  apply,  and  such 
operation  given  to  the  instrument  of  conveyance  as  is  there 
designated.  The  language  of  the  statute  is  clear,  ^'  that  the 
land  intended  for  streets,  alleys,  ways,  commons,  or  other  pub- 
lic uses  in  any  town  or  city  or  addition  thereto  shall  be  held 
in  the  corporate  name  thereof,  in  trust  to  and  for  the  uses  and 
purposes  set  forth  and  expressed  or  intended." 

The  interest  in  and  control  of  the  [Jnited  States  over  the 
streets,  alleys,  and  commons  ceased  with  the  record  of  the 
plat  and  the  sale  of  the  adjoining  lots.  Their  proprietary  in- 
terest passed,  in  the  lots  sold,  to  the  respective  vendees,  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  government,  and  tlie  con- 
trol over  the  streets,  alleys,  and  grounds  passed  by  express 
designation  of  the  state  law  to  the  corporate  authorities  of 
the  city. 

In  1854,  the  validity  of  the  survey  and  plat  made  of  Fort 
Dearborn  reservation  was  recognized  by  Congress  in  an  act 
for  the  relief  of  one  John  BaptisteBeaubien,  Act  of  August  11, 
1864,  c.  172,  10  Stat.  805,  by  which  the  Commissioner  of  the 
General  Land  Office  was  authorized  to  issue  a  patent  or  patents 
to  Beaubien  for  certain  lots  designated  and  numbered  on  the 
survey  and  plat  of  the  Fort  Dearborn  addition  to  Chicago, 
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made  under  tbe  order  of  the  Secretary  of  War.  And  it  is 
averred,  as  already  stated,  in  the  information  that  all  the  lots 
were  sold  and  conveyed  by  the  United  States  to  divers  pe^ 
sons  ^'  by  and  according  to  the  said  plat  and  with  reference 
to  the  same." 

It  was  the  intention  of  the  government  to  have  a  plat 
made  conformably  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  it  is 
plain,  from  its  inspection,  that  all  the  essential  requisites 
were  followed.  Nor  is  any  reason  suggested  why  a  diflferent 
effect  should  be  given  to  the  plat  and  its  record  in  this  case 
from  that  of  similar  plats  made  and  recorded  by  other  land 
proprietors.  And  if,  as  we  have  already  said,  the  govern- 
ment, charged  with  the  duty  of  disposing  of  a  tract  of  public 
land  within  a  State,  chooses  to  proceed  under  the  provisions 
of  a  particular  statute  of  that  State,  it  is  clear  that  the  same 
legal  effect  should  be  given  to  its  proceeding  as  in  case  of  an 
individual  proprietor.  The  effect  of  the  recording  of  the 
plat  in  this  case  was  therefore  to  vest  in  the  city  of  Chicago 
the  legal  title  to  the  streets,  alleys,  and  public  ground  in  Fort 
Dearborn  addition,  and  after  its  execution  and  record  and 
sale  of  the  abutting  property  the  TJnited  States  retained  no 
interest  in  them,  leg^  or  equitable.  That  interest  was  as 
completely  extinguished  as  if  made  by  an  unconditional  con- 
veyance in  the  ordinary  form. 

Again,  the  sale  of  the  lots  was,  in  law,  an  effectual  dedica- 
tion of  the  streets  and  public  grounds  for  municipal  uses,  and, 
as  observed  by  counsel,  the  purchasers  of  the  lots  acquired 
a  special  interest  in  the  streets  and  public  grounds  on  which 
their  lots  abutted,  and  the  United  States  could  make  no  dis- 
position of  them  after  the  sale  inconsistent  with  the  use  to 
which  they  had  been  dedicated. 

The  only  parties  interested  in  the  public  use  for  which  the 
ground  was  dedicated  are  the  owners  of  lots  abutting  on  the 
ground  dedicated,  and  the  public  in  general.  The  ownen 
of  abutting  lots  may  be  presumed  to  have  purchased  in  part 
consideration  of  the  enhanced  value  of  the  property  from 
the  dedication,  and  it  may  be  conceded  they  have  a  right  to 
invoke,  through  the  proper  public  authorities,  the  protection 
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of  the  property  in  the  use  for  which  it  was  dedicated.  The 
only  party  interested,  outside  of  abutting  owners,  is  the  gen- 
eral pubUc,  and  the  enforcement  of  any  rights  which  such 
public  may  have  is  vested  only  in  the  parties  clothed  with 
the  execution  of  such  trust,  who  are  in  this  case  the  corporate 
authorities  of  the  city,  as  a  subordinate  agency  of  the  State, 
and  not  the  United  States. 

The  United  States  possess  no  jurisdiction  to  control  or  regu- 
late, within  a  State,  the  execution  of  trusts  or  uses  created  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public,  or  of  particular  communities  or 
bodies  therein.  The  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  is  with  the 
State  or  its  subordinate  agencies.  The  case  of  New  Orleans 
V.  The  United  StateSy  10  Pet.  662,  furnishes  an  illustration  of 
this  doctrine.  In  that  case  the  United  States  filed  a  bill  in 
the  District  Court  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  city 
of  New  Orleans  from  selling  a  portion  of  the  public  quay, 
or  levee,  lying  on  the  bank  of  the  Mississippi  Kiver  in  front  of 
the  city,  or  of  doing  any  other  act  which  would  invade  the 
rightful  dominion  of  the  United  States  over  the  land  or  their 
possession  of  it.  The  United  States  acquired  title  to  the 
land  by  the  French  treaty  of  1803.  By  it  Louisiana  was 
ceded  to  the  United  States,  and  it  was  shown  that  the  land 
had  been  appropriated  to  public  uses  ever  since  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  province  by  France.  It  was  contended  that  the 
title  to  the  land,  as  well  as  the  domain  over  it  during  the 
French  and  Spanish  governments,  were  vested  in  the  sover- 
eign, and  that  the  United  States  by  the  treaty  of  cession  of 
the  province  of  Louisiana  had  succeeded  to  the  previous 
rights  of  France  and  Spain.  The  land  and  buildings  thereon 
bad  been  used  by  both  governments  for  various  public  pur- 
poses. The  United  States  had  erected  a  building  on  it  for 
a  custom-house,  in  which,  also,  their  courts  were  held. 

It  was  argued  on  behjilf  of  the  city  that  the  sovereignty  of 
France  and  Spain  over  the  property,  before  the  cession,  existed 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  uses  to  which  it  was 
appropriated,  and  that  this  right  and  obligation  vested  in  the 
State  of  Louisiana,  and  did  not  continue  in  the  United  States 
after  the  State  was  formed.    It  was  therefore  contended  that 
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the  United  States  oould  neither  take  the  property,  nor  dispose 
of  it  or  enforce  the  public  use  to  which  it  had  been  appropri- 
ated. A  decree  was  rendered  in  the  District  Court  in  favor 
of  the  United  States,  and  an  injunction  granted  as  prayed, 
but  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  it  was  reversed,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  bill  could  not  be  maintained  by  the  United 
States  because  they  had  no  interest  in  the  property.  Upon 
the  question  whether  any  interest  in  the  property  passed  to 
the  United  States  under  the  treaty  of  cession,  the  court  said, 
speaking  through  Mr.  Justice  McLean : 

"  In  the  second  article  of  the  treaty, '  all  public  lots  and 
squares,  vacant  lands,  and  all  public  buildings,  fortifications, 
barracks,  and  other  edifices,  which  are  not  private  property,' 
were  ceded.  And  it  is  contended,  as  the  language  of  this 
article  clearly  includes  the  ground  in  controversy,  whether  it 
be  considered  a  public  square  or  vacant  land,  the  entire  right 
of  the  sovereign  of  Spain  passed  to  the  United  States. 

"The  government  of  the  United  States,  as  was  well  ob- 
served in  the  argument,  is  one  of  limited  powers.  It  can  ex- 
ercise authority  over  no  subjects,  except  those  which  have 
been  delegated  to  it.  Congress  cannot,  by  legislation,*enlaige 
the  Federal  jurisdiction,  nor  can  it  be  enlarged  under  the 
treaty-making  power. 

"If  the  common  in  contest,  under  the  Spanish  crown, 
formed  a  part  of  the  public  domain  or  the  crown  lands,  and 
the  king  had  power  to  alienate  it,  as  other  lands,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  it  passed  under  the  treaty  to  the  United  States, 
and  they  have  a  right  to  dispose  of  it  the  same  as  other  public 
lands.  But  if  the  King  of  Spain  held  the  land  in  trust  for  the 
use  of  the  city,  or  only  poss^sed  a  limited  jurisdiction  over  it, 
principally,  if  not  exclusively,  for  police  purposes,  was  this 
right  passed  to  the  United  States  under  the  treaty  ? 

"That  this  common,  having  been  dedicated  to  the  public 
use,  was  withdrawn  from  commerce,  and  from  the  power  of 
the  king  rightfully  to  alien  it  has  already  been  shown ;  and 
also,  that  he  had  a  limited  power  over  it  for  certain  purposes. 
Can  the  Federal  government  exercise  this  power?  If  it  can, 
this  court  has  the  power  to  interpose  an  injunction  or  interdict 
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to  the  sale  of  any  part  of  the  common  by  the  city  if  they 
shall  think  that  the  facts  authorize  such  an  interposition. 

"  It  is  insisted  that  the  Federal  government  may  exercise 
this  authority  under  the  power  to  regulate  commerce. 

"  It  is  very  clear  that,  as  the  treaty  cannot  give  this  power 
to  the  Federal  government,  we  must  look  for  it  in  the  Con- 
stitution, and  that  the  same  power  must  authorize  a  similar 
exercise  of  jurisdiction  over  every  other  quay  in  the  United 
States.  A  statement  of  the  case  is  a  sufficient  refutation  of 
the  argument. 

"Special  provision  is  made  in  the  Constitution  for  the 
cession  of  jurisdiction  from  the  States  over  places  where  the 
Federal  government  shall  establish  forts  or  other  military 
works.  And  it  is  only  in  these  places,  or  in  the  Territories 
of  the  United  States,  where  it  can  exercise  a  general  jurisdic- 
tion. 

"  The  State  of  Louisiana  was  admitted  into  the  Union  on 
the  same  footing  as  the  original  States.  Her  rights  of 
sovereignty  are  the  same,  and,  by  consequence,  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  Federal  government,  either  for  purposes  of  police  or 
otherwise,  can  be  exercised  over  this  public  ground,  which 
is  not  common  to  the  United  States.  It  belongs  to  the  local 
authority  to  enforce  the  trust  and  prevent  what  they  shall 
deem  a  violation  of  it  by  the  city  authorities. 

"All  powers  which  properly  appertain  to  sovereignty, 
which  have  not  been  delegated  to  the  Federal  government, 
belong  to  the  States  and  4he  people." 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  was  accordingly  ordered 
to  be  reversed  and  annulled. 

This  doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  New  Orleans 
case  is  decisive  of  the  question  pending  before  us  in  the 
present  case  and  must  control  the  decision. 

It  was  also  held  in  Illinois  Central  Railroad  v.  Illinois, 
that  the  ownership  in  fee  of  the  streets,  alleys,  ways, 
commons,  and  other  public  ground  on  the  east  front  of  the 
city  bordering  upon  Lake  Michigan,  in  fractional  section  ten, 
was  a  good  title,  the  reason  assigned  being  that  by  the 
statute  of  Illinois  the  making,  acknowledging,  and  recording 

VOL.  CLIV— 16 
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of  plats  operated  to  vest  the  title  in  the  city  in  trust  for  the 

public  uses  to  which  the  grounds  were  applicable.    146  U.  S. 

387,  462. 

It  follows  from  these  views  that  the  United  States  have  no 

just  claim  to  maintain  their  contention  to  control  or  interfere 

with  any  portion  of  the  public  ground  designated  in  the  plat 

of  the  Fort  Dearborn  reservation.    The  decree  dismissing  the 

information  will  therefore  be 

Affi/rmed. 

Mb.  Justice  Bbkweb,  with  whom  concurred  Mb.  Juoticb 
Bbown,  dissenting. 

I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  views  expressed  by  the  oourt 
in  this  case.  I  agree  that  the  United  States  have  no  govern- 
mental interest  or  control  over  the  premises  in  question ;  that 
as  a  sovereign  they  have  no  right  to  maintain  this  suit;  that 
by  the  act  of  dedication  they  parted  with  the  title,  and  that, 
in  accordance  with  the  statute  of  the  State  in  respect  to  dedi- 
cation, the  fee  passed  to  the  city  of  Chicago,  to  "  be  held  in 
the  corporate  name  thereof,  in  trust  to  and  for  the  uses  and 
purposes  set  forth  and  expressed  or  intended."  I  agree  that 
the  only  rights  which  the  United  States  have  are  those  which 
any  other  owner  of  real  estate  would  have  under  a  like  dedicar 
tion ;  but  I  think  the  law  is  that  he  who  grants  property  to  a 
trustee,  to  be  held  in  trust  for  a  specific  purpose,  retains  such 
an  interest  as  gives  him  a  right  to  invoke  the  interposition  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  prevent  the  use  of  that  property  for  any 
other  purpose.  Can  it  be  that,  if  the  government,  believing 
that  the  Congressional  Library  has  become  too  large  for  con- 
venient use  in  this  city,  donates  half  of  it  to  the  city  of  Chicago, 
to  be  kept  and  maintained  as  a  public  library,  that  city  can, 
after  accepting  the  donation  for  the  purposes  named,  give 
away  the  books  to  the  various  lawyers  for  their  private 
libraries,  and  the  government  be  powerless  to  restrain  such 
disposition  ?  Do  the  donors  of  libraries  or  the  grantors  of  real 
estate  in  trust  for  specific  purposes,  though  parting  with  the 
title,  lose  all  right  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
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compel  the  use  of  their  donations  and  grants  for  the  purposes 
expressed  in  the  gift  or  deed  ?  I  approve  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Iowa,  in  the  case  of  Warren  v.  The  Mayor 
of  Lyons  City^  22  Iowa,  351,  355,  357.  In  that  case  the  plain- 
tiffs had  years  before  platted  certain  land  as  a  site  for  a  city, 
and  on  the  plat  filed  by  them  there  was  a  dedication  of  a  piece 
of  ground  as  a  "public  square."  After  the  city  had  been 
built  up  on  that  site  the  authorities,  for  the  purposes  of  gain, 
and  under  the  pretended  authority  of  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
attempted  to  subdivide  the  public  square  into  lots  and  to  lease 
them  to  individuals  for  private  uses.  A  bill  was  filed  by  the 
dedicators  to  restrain  such  diversion  of  the  use,  and  a  decree 
in  their  favor  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court.  I  quote 
from  the  opinion : 

"  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  that  if  a  grant  is  made  for  a 
specific,  limited,  and  defined  purpose,  the  subject  of  the  grant 
cannot  be  used  for  another,  and  that  the  grantor  retains  still 
such  an  interest  therein  as  entitles  him  in  a  court  of  equity  to 
insist  upon  the  execution  of  the  trust  as  originally  declared 
and  accepted.  Williams  v.  I^irst  Preshytericm  Society ^  1  Ohio 
St.  478 ;  Barclay  v.  HoweWs  Lessee^  6  Pet.  498  ;  Webb  v.  MoUr^ 
8  Ohio,  548 ;  Brown  v.  Manning^  6  Ohio,  298." 

And  again,  after  picturing  the  injustice  which  in  many  cases 
would  result  by  permitting  such  a  diversion,  the  court  adds : 

"Such  a  doctrine  would  enable  the  State  at  pleasure  to 
trifle  with  the  rights  of  individuals,  and  we  can  scarcely 
conceive  of  a  doctrine  which  would  more  effectually  check 
every  disposition  to  give  for  public  or  charitable  purposes. 
No,  it  must  be,  that  if  the  right  vested  in  the  city  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose  the  legislature  cannot  vest  it  for  another ;  that, 
when  the  dedicator  declared  his  purpose  by  the  plat,  the  land 
cannot  be  sold  or  used  for  another  and  different  one;  that 
while  the  corporation  took  the  premises  as  trustee,  it  took 
them  with  the  obligations  attached  as  well  as  the  rights  con- 
ferred ;  that  while  the  legislature  might  give  the  control  and 
management  of  these  squares  and  parks  to  the  several  munici- 
pal corporations,  it  cannot  authorize  their  sale  and  use  for  a 
purpose  foreign  to  the  object  of  the  grant. 
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^  Wiiboot  quoting;  we  cite  the  following  cases :  Trustee9  of 
WaUH<'^cn  T.  Cowen,  4  Fuge,  510;  8  Stia.  1004;  Cammon- 
ifvu;/Jl  T.  Alherper,  1  Wfasrl.  4d9;  Pameray  v.  iftifo,  3  Ver- 
moDC  279;  ^Uo«f  t.  &rm«,  3  Y^mont,  521 ;  Adams  v.  8.  (k 
W.  R.  R.  CiU  11  Bait  414;  FUlAer  v.  Pedfc,  6  Cranch,  87; 
Godfrey  V.  Ci/y  t>r  AlUmy  18  Illinois,  29 ;  Sedgwick's  Constitu- 
tional and  Sutnte  Law,  343,  341;  Haight  y.  City  of  Keokuk, 
4  Iowa.  199;  Graini  t.  City  of  Davenport^  18  Iowa,  179; 
Le  a^r^  V.  Tru^Ut*  of  GallipolU,  7  Ohio,  217 ;  Comrrm 
C»uncH  of  InduimapolU  T.  Cros^  7  Indiana,  9;  Rowans,  Et- 
f.fUor^  T.  Portiandj  8  R  Mon.  232;  Attgusia  v.  Perkins,  3 
B.  Mon.  437.** 

I  do  not  care  to  add  moie,  bat  for  these  reasons  withhold 
my  assent  to  the  opinion. 

I  am  anthorixed  to  say  that  Mk.  JuarncB  Bbown  concurs  in 
this  dissent. 

The  Chief  Justicb,  having  been  of  coonsel  in  the  court 
below,  took  no  part  in  the  consideration  and  decision  of  this 
case  on  appeaL 


RIGGLES  V.  ERNET. 

AFPKAL  TBOM  THB  SUFBEaOS  COURT  OF  THB  DISTBICT  OF 
COLUMBIA. 

iro.S3ft.    Af«iMdApiflS.S,18M.  — DMid6d]laj8e,l»l. 

Part-performance  of  an  oral  contract  for  the  convejance  of  an  interest  iB 
real  estate  in  the  District  of  Colnmbia  takes  it  out  of  the  operaCioii  of 
the  statnte  of  frauds,  and  anthorizes  a  court  of  equitj  to  decree  a  i^ 
and  specific  performance  of  it,  if  prored. 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  for  the  specific  performance  of 
an  oral  contract  for  the  sale  of  land. 

The  bill  made  substantially  the  following  case:  Thomas 
Biggies,  ancestor  both  of  plaintiffs  and  defendant,  died  in 
1863,  leaving  a  will  in  which  he  made  the  following  devises: 


BIGGLES  V.  ERNEY.  245 

Statement  of  the  Case. 

"I  will  and  devise  that  my  house  and  premises  which  I 
now  occupy,  situated  in  the  city  of  Washington  in  the  District 
of  Colombia,  being  lot  numbered  seven  (7)  and  part  of  lot 
numbered  eight  (8)  in  square  numbered  one  hundred  and 
ninety-nine  (199),  together  with  all  the  household  and  kitchen 
furniture  and  other  personal  property  that  may  be  on  said 
premises  at  the  time  of  my  decease  shall  be  and  remain  in  the 
possession  of  my  wife,  Catharine  Eiggles,  during  her  life- 
time, for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  our  four  children,  named 
Thomas,  Catharine,  Maria,  and  Hannah  Eiggles,  respectively ; 
and,  after  the  death  of  my  said  wife,  the  said  house  and 
premises  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  my  executor,  hereinafter 
named,  to  be  by  him  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  above-named 
four  children  until  the  youngest  one  of  them  surviving  shall 
become  twenty-one  years  of  age ;  provided,  that  when  the 
said  Thomas  shall  arrive  at  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and 
when  either  of  the  said  daughters  shall  be  married,  then,  and 
in  either  such  case,  the  benefit  arising  from  said  property 
shall  be  exclusively  for  the  use  of  such  of  said  daughters 
as  may  then  be  unmarried;  and  after  the  death  of  my 
said  wife,  and  the  said  youngest  child  shall  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  then  the  said  house  and  premises  I 
will  and  bequeath  unto  my  son  Thomas  Higgles,  with  the 
express  provision  that  such  of  my  aforenamed  daughters 
as  may  then  be  unmarried  shall  be  taken  care  of  by  my  said 
son  Thomas;  and,  in  case  the  said  Thomas  Eiggles  shall 
depart  this  life  before  the  said  three  sisters,  then  the  said 
house  and  premises  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  be  divided 
equally  among  the  said  three  sisters  or  the  survivors  of 
them. 

"  Item :  I  will  and  devise  that  all  the  lots  of  ground  belong- 
ing to  me  situate  in  square  numbered  one  hundred  and 
seventy-nine  (179)  in  said  city  of  Washington  which  may 
remain  unsold  and  disposed  of  by  my  said  executor  at  such 
time  and  in  such  manner  as  his  discretion  may  dictate  as 
most  for  the  advantage  of  my  wife  and  children  aforenamed, 
and  the  amounts  that  may  be  realized  therefrom,  after  paying 
all  necessary  expenses  of  my  wife  and  family,  be  by  him 
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invested  at  his  discretioii  for  the  benefit  of  my  said  wife  and 
four  children  or  as  many  of  them  as  shall  remain  nnmarried ; 
and  after  the  death  of  my  said  wife,  and  our  four  children 
shall  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  if  any  of  said 
property  in  square  one  hundred  and  seventy-nine  remains 
unsold,  and  also  any  surplus  that  may  then  remain  from  the 
proceeds  of  said  square  one  hundred  and  seventy-nine,  to  be 
divided  between  my  other  children,  John,  James,  and  William 
Riggles,  and  my  daughters,  Mary  Ann  Miller  and  Sarah 
Turton ;  and  it  is  further  my  wish  and  desire  that  should  the 
residue  remaining  from  the  sale  of  my  lots  in  square  one 
hundred  and  seventy-nine  be  more  than  the  value  of  said 
house  and  premises  I  now  occupy  in  square  one  hundred  and 
ninety-nine,  then,  and  in  that  case,  I  will  and  devise  that  my 
son  Thomas  and  my  said  daughters  Catharine,  Maria,  and 
Hannah  Siggles  shall  receive  from  the  proceeds  of  square 
one  hundred  and  seventy-nine,  such  portion  of  such  proceeds 
as  make  all  their  shares  alike  or  equal  to  each  other  and  to 
the  shares  of  my  other  children." 

Under  this  will,  John  B.  Turton  subdivided  square  179,  sold 
portions  of  the  same  and  died,  leaving  lots  from  1  to  42  and 
from  61  to  80,  inclusive,  unsold  and  subject  to  a  deed  of  trust 
executed  by  him  to  secure  the  repayment  of  certain  moneys 
borrowed.  Such  moneys,  as  well  as  the  proceeds  of  the  lots 
sold,  were  alleged  to  have  been  appropriated  to  the  support 
of  the  widow  and  her  four  children. 

In  1873,  the  widow  and  her  four  children,  Thomas,  Maria, 
Catharine,  and  Hannah,  desiring  to  have  the  property  in 
square  179  sold  for  the  purpose  of  a  partial  division  of  the 
estate,  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying  certain  indebtedness 
they  had  incurred,  as  well  as  certain  taxes  and  assessments 
upon  the  homestead,  it  was  proposed  and  agreed  that,  not- 
withstanding the  devises  in  the  will,  the  entire  estate  should 
be  equally  divided  between  the  widow  and  the  children  of 
the  testator;  that  the  lots  in  square  179  should  be  at  once 
sold  for  the  payment  of  the  incumbrances,  taxes,  and  assess- 
ments upon  the  whole  realty  and  of  the  indebtedness  of  the 
widow  and  her  four  children,  and  that  the  net  proceeds 
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should  be  divided  between  the  widow  and  aU  the  children, 
and  that  the  homestead  should  be  retained  for  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  widow  and  her  four  children  until  her 
death,  and  the  death  or  marriage  of  her  daughters,  when  the 
said  homestead  property  should  be  sold  and  the  proceeds 
divided  among  all  the  children  of  the  testator. 

In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  a  deed  was  executed, 
whereby  all  the  parties  in  interest  conveyed  to  John  Biggies 
and  George  W.  Evans  the  remaining  lots  in  square  179  in 
trust  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  to  pay  and  discharge  all 
taxes  and  assessments  due  upon  the  lots  in  both  squares,  and 
after  paying  and  discharging  all  liens,  taxes,  and  assessments 
upon  all  the  property,  to  distribute  the  remainder  of  the  pro- 
ceeds between  the  widow  and  children  in  equal  proportions, 
share  and  share  alike,  and  ^'  that  the  said  deed  was  made  and 
executed  by  all  of  the  parties,  including  the  defendant  Han- 
nah Emey,  (who  executed  the  said  deed  as  Hannah  Eiggles,) 
upon  the  distinct  agreement  and  condition  that  whenever 
under  the  said  will  and  testament  that  the  said  property  in 
square  199  should  be  sold,  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  should 
be  applied  and  distributed  in  the  same  manner."  The  trus- 
tees, Biggies  and  Evans,  proceeded  under  this  arrangement, 
sold  the  lots  in  square  179,  from  time  to  time,  paid  the  liens 
and  incumbrances  upon  the  property,  as  well  as  taxes  and 
assessments;  paid  and  discharged  the  indebtedness  con- 
tracted by  the  widow  and  her  four  children,  including 
defendant  Hannah  Erney,  for  their  maintenance,  and  also 
advanced  to  the  widow  the  further  sum  of  |500,  the  said 
payments  on  account  of  the  said  homestead  property,  and 
of  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the  widow  and  her 
four  children,  amounting  to  nearly  $3000.  After  such 
payments,  the  trustees  divided  the  remainder  of  the  pro- 
ceeds among  all  the  children  of  the  testator ;  the  shares  so 
paid  to  each  of  the  devisees  being  over  $3000,  and  such  dis- 
tribution being  made  strictly  in  pursuance  of  the  original 
agreement. 

That  the  period  has  arrived  when  the  lots  in  square  199 
should  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  divided ;  that  the  widow  is 
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dead,  as  well  as  three  of  her  four  children,  leaving  Hannah 
Erney  sole  sorvivor  of  such  devisee;  that  plaintiffs  have 
applied  to  defendant  Hannah  to  carry  oat  this  agreement, 
but  she  refuses  to  acknowledge  it,  and  claims  that,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  will,  she,  as  the  sole  survivor  of  the  devisees 
of  the  lots  in  square  199,  is  entitled  to  all  of  said  property 
and  the  proceeds  thereof.  Plaintiffs  further  averred  that  her 
agreement  to  sell  the  homestead  property  was  the  only  con- 
sideration for  the  appropriation  to  the  widow  and  her  four 
children  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  property  in  square  179; 
that  under  the  will  defendant  and  her  co-devisees  were  not 
entitled  to  any  portion  of  such  property  except  for  their  cur- 
rent support,  while  the  daughters  were  unmarried,  and  that 
plaintiffs  by  making  the  agreement  gave  the  defendant  Han- 
nah and  her  co-devisees  $18,000  —  much  more  than  the  entire 
value  of  the  homestead  property ;  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  testator  that  in  the  ultimate  division  of  the  estate  all 
the  children  should  have  an  equal  share ;  that  such  intention 
was  recognized  and  was  the  basis  upon  which  the  agreement 
was  made,  and  that  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sales  of  square  179  was  in  partial  execution  of  such  intention 
and  agreement. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that  defendants  Hannah  and 
her  husband  might  be  enjoined  from  disposing  of  the 
property  in  square  199  until  the  rights  of  the  parties 
could  be  definitely  settled,  and  that  such  property  might 
be  sold  and  the  proceeds  distributed  upon  the  basis  of  the 
agreement. 

Defendant  Hannah  Erney  in  her  separate  answer  admitted 
signing  the  deed  for  the  sale  of  the  remaining  lots  in  square 
179,  but  denied  there  was  any  agreement  or  condition  that 
the  homestead  should  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  divided  in  the 
same  manner. 

Replication  was  filed,  proofs  taken,  and,  the  case  coming 
on  to  be  heard  in  the  court  below,  the  bill  was  dismissetl 
upon    the    ground    that    the    statute    of    frauds   presented . 
an   insurmountable    barrier   to    relief.      Plaintiffs  appealed 
to  the  General  Term,  by  which  the  decree  of  the  special 
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term    was   affirmed,    and    the    plaintiffs    appealed   to   this 
court.* 

JUr.  James  G.  Payne  for  appellants. 

Jir.  Edwin  B.  Hay  for  appellees. 

The  statute  of  frauds  in  Maryland  requires  written  evi- 
dence of  the  contract,  or  a  court  cannot  decree  performance. 
The  words  of  the  statute  are,  '^unless  the  agreement  upon 
which  such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or 
note  thereof,  shall  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged  therewith,  or  by  some  other  pei^son  by  him  thereto 
lawfully  authorized."  Barry  v.  Coomhe^  1  Pet.  640.  And  to 
authorize  a  decree  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol 
agreement  within  the  statute,  on  the  ground  of  part  perform- 
ance, it  is  indispensable,  not  only  that  the  acts  which  are 
alleged  to  be  part  performance,  but  the  contract  itself,  as  stated 
in  the  bill,  should  be  established  by  clear  and  definite  proof. 

In  Smith  v.  GrandaU^  20  Maryland,  482,  in  which  reference  is 
made  to  3  Maryland,  490,  it  is  said  that  where  a  party  claims 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  on  the  ground  of 
part  performance  of  the  contract,  he  must  make  out  by  clear 
and  satisfactory  proof  the  existence  of  the  contract  as  laid  in 
the  bill,  and  the  act  of  part  performance  mast  be  of  the  iden- 

^  The  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  as  follows : 

**  This  cause  having  been  dnly  calendared  and  argued  and  submitted 
and  the  proofs  read  and  considered,  and  it  appearing  to  the  court  that  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds  in  respect  to  contracts  for  and  convey- 
ances of  interests  in  real  estate  present  an  insurmountable  barrier  to  grant- 
ing the  relief  prayed  upon  the  case  as  made  in  the  bill  and  attempted  to  be 
made  out  Sn  proof,  it  is  this  14th  of  November,  a.d.  1887,  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  that  the  biU  in  this  cause  be  dismissed  with  costs." 

The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  was  as  follows : 

"  This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  at  this  term  of  the  court  on  appeal  by 
the  complainants,  John  Biggies  et  aU.  from  the  decree  passed  therein  on 
the  14th  day  of  November,  1887,  dismissing  the  bill  with  costs,  and  was 
argaed  by  counsel  for  the  respective  parties  and  submitted.  Upon  consid- 
eration thereof  it  is  now  here,  this  18th  day  of  February,  a.d.  1890,  ad- 
judged and  decreed  and  is  hereby  affirmed  with  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  the 
clerk." 
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tical  contract  set  up.  It  is  not  enough  that  the  act  is  evidence 
of  some  agreement,  but  it  must  be  unequivocal  and  satisfactory 
evidence  of  the  particular  agreement  charged  in  the  bill. 

In  Mundorf  v.  KUboum^  4  Maryland,  459,  462,  the  court 
says :  "  We  need  not  multiply  authorities  to  show  that  in  cases 
for  specific  performance  the  complainant  must  establish  the 
very  contract  set  up  in  the  bill,  and  that  all  acts  of  part  per- 
formance relied  upon  to  take  the  case  without  operation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  must  be  clear  and  definite,  and  refer  exclu- 
sively to  the  alleged  agreement." 

In  Stoddert  v.  Bowie^  5  Maryland,  18, 35,  the  court  said:  "No 
rule  is  better  established  than  that  every  agreement,  to  merit 
the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity  in  its  favor,  must  be  plain, 
just,  reasonable,  hona  fide^  certain  in  all  its  parts,  mutual,  etc 
And  if  any  of  these  ingredients  are  wanting,  courts  of  equity 
will  not  decree  a  specific  performance."  See  also  Wadsworih 
V.  Manning^  4  Maryland,  59  ;  Waiters  v.  Howard^  8  Gill,  262, 
275  ;  HaU  v.  Hall,  1  Gill,  383  ;  Owmgs  v.  Baldwin,  8  Gill,  337 ; 
Beard  v.  Zinthioum,  1  Maryland  Oh.  345 ;  Hopkins  v.  BdberUy 
54  Maryland,  312. 

The  defendant  denies  positively  any  agreement  whatever  to 
dispose  of  the  homestead,  and  there  is  only  uncertain  proof 
that  she  was  aware  of  such  agreement.  Those  who  testify, 
state  that  it  was  talked  of  loud  enough  for  her  to  hear  it,  but 
concerning  her  understanding  of  it  they  only  conjecture. 

In  the  testimony  there  is  no  proof  of  that  clear  and  decisive 
character  which  should  govern  a  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
discretion,  to  decree  a  specific  performance. 

Mr.  Justice  Grier,  in  Purcell  v.  Coleman^  4  "Wall.  513,  517, 
in  his  opinion,  says :  "  A  mere  breach  of  a  parol  promise  wiU 
not  make  a  case  for  the  interference  of  a  chancellor.  .  .  . 
When  he  requests  a  court  to  interfere  ...  he  should  be 
held  to  full,  satisfactory,  andundubitable  proof  of  the  contract 
and  of  its  terms.  Such  proof  must  be  clear,  definite,  and  con- 
clusive and  must  show  a  contract  leaving  no  jim  d^libera/ndi  or 
loctcs  pcenitentidB.  It  cannot  be  made  by  mere  hearsay  or 
evidence  of  the  declarations  of  a  party  to  mere  strangers  to 
the  transaction,  in  chance  conversation,  which  the  witness  had 
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no  reason  to  recollect  from  interest  in  the  subject-matter  which 
may  have  been  imperfectly  heard  or  inaccurately  remembered, 
perverted,  or  altogether  fabricated ;  testimony  therefore  im- 
possible to  be  contradicted. 

In  Williams  v.  Marris,  95  U.  S.  444,  even  though  written 
receipts  were  introduced  to  identify  parties  to  the  property, 
the  testimony  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  part  performance. 

In  Bigdow  v.  At^mes^  108  U.  8.  10,  while  there  was  no 
written  contract,  yet  the  facts  were  such  that  left  no  jus  de- 
liberandi^ and  showed  such  part  performance  that  took  the 
case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute.  There  is,  however, 
a  written  memorandum  in  this  case  which  describes  the 
property  and  states  the  consideration  —  signed  by  the  parties 
to  the  transaction. 

In  Bechoith  v.  Talbot^  95  TJ.  S.  289,  the  defendant  in  that 
action  was  charged  on  a  memorandum  in  which  his  name  was 
not  found,  but  letters  were  produced  in  evidence  which  proved 
a  sufficient  ratification  of  the  memorandum  to  comply  with 
the  statute  and  the  court  below  so  held  and  was  sustained  by 
this  court. 

In  Orafton  v.  CummingSy  99  U.  S.  100,  even  though  there 
are  memoranda  and  writings,  yet  this  court  held  them  defec- 
tive and  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  from  the  operation  of 
the  statute. 

Mb.  Justioe  Brown,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  sole  question  is  whether  the  plaintiffs  have  made  out 
such  a  case  as  entitles  them  under  the  statute  of  frauds  to  a 
specific  performance  of  the  alleged  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
the  homestead  property  in  square  199,  and  an  equal  division 
of  the  proceeds. 

Thomas  Eiggles,  the  ancestor,  was  possessed  of  two  par- 
cels of  land  in  Washington,  viz. :  Certain  lots  in  square  199, 
containing  the  homestead,  worth  from  six  to  eight  thousand 
dollars,  and  a  large  number  of  lots  in  square  179,  then  unim- 
proved, and  worth  about  forty  thousand  dollars. 
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The  lots  in  square  199,  the  homestead,  he  left  to  his  widow 
for  life,  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  her  four  children ;  after 
her  death,  to  his  executors,  for  the  benefit  of  his  four  children 
until  the  youngest  should  become  of  age,  and  then  to  his  son 
Thomas,  charged  with  the  care  and  support  of  the  unmarried 
daughters  by  his  second  wife;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of 
Thomas  before  his  sisters,  the  property  was  to  be  sold  and  the 
proceeds  equally  divided  among  these  sisters. 

The  lots  in  square  179  were  also  charged  with  the  main- 
tenance and  necessary  expenses  of  his  wife  and  her  four 
children  during  her  life,  and  after  her  death,  with  the  support 
of  the  children,  until  the  youngest  should  become  of  age. 
The  executor  was  given  power  to  dispose  of  all  of  179  if,  in 
his  discretion,  it  should  become  necessary  to  apply  the  same 
to  such  use,  and  any  surplus  that  should  remain  was  to  be 
divided  among  testator's  children  by  his  first  wife,  but  should 
such  residue  remaining  from  179  be  more  than  the  value  of 
the  homestead  property,  the  children  by  the  second  wife 
should  receive  from  such  proceeds  such  portions  as  to  make 
their  shares  alike  or  equal  to  each  other,  and  the  shares  of  the 
other  children. 

Thomas  Eiggles,  Jr.,  son  of  the  second  wife,  died  December 
27,  1883 ;  Catharine  Biggies,  widow,  died  November,  1884. 
Hannah  Eiggles  Emey,  by  the  death  of  her  brother  and 
sisters,  is  the  sole  survivor  of  the  children  of  the  second  wife, 
and  entitled  to  the  homestead  under  the  will. 

Plaintiffs'  testimony  tended  to  show  that,  at  a  meeting  of 
the  widow  and  all  the  heirs  of  the  estate  in  June,  1873,  it  was 
agreed  that  the  entire  estate  should  be  equally  divided  among 
the  widow  and  children ;  that  the  lots  in  square  179  should 
be  immediately  sold,  and  the  net  proceeds,  after  payment  of 
incumbrances,  taxes,  and  assessments  upon  the  whole  estate, 
should  be  divided  between  the  widow  and  all  the  children ; 
and  that  the  homestead  lots  in  square  199  should  be  retained 
for  the  use  of  the  widow  and  her  children  until  her  death,  or 
the  death  or  marriage  of  the  daughters,  when  this  property 
should  also  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  divided  among  all  the 
children.    This  agreement,  so  far  as  it  concerned  lots  in  179, 
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was  oarried  out;  so  far  as  it  concerned  sqnare  199  it  was 
denied  and  the  statute  pleaded. 

But  if  the  contract  was  made,  as  claimed,  the  sale  and  divis- 
ion of  proceeds  of  the  lots  in  square  179  was  a  part  perform- 
ance of  such  contracts  under  the  decisions  both  of  this  court 
and  of  Maryland.  The  case  of  GaLdwdL  v.  Carrington^  9  Pet. 
86,  is  not  dissimilar.  This  was  a  bill  filed  by  Carrington's 
heirs  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Kentucky,  claim- 
ing certain  lands  in  that  State,  under  a  parol  agreement,  by 
which  Carrington  agreed  with  Williams  for  an  exchange  of 
lands  which  Carrington  owned  in  Virginia  for  certain  military 
lands  in  Kentucky.  Williams  took  possession  of  the  lands 
in  Virginia  and  sold  a  part  of  them.  The  bill  prayed  that 
the  heirs  of  Williams  should  be  decreed  to  convey  the  mili- 
tary lands  in  Kentucky.  This  court  held  that,  although  the 
statute  of  frauds  avoids  parol  contracts  for  lands,  yet  the 
complete  execution  of  the  contract  in  this  case  by  Carrington, 
by  conveying  to  Williams  the  lands  he  had  agreed  to  give 
him  in  exchange,  prevented  the  operation  of  the  statute.  See 
also  GaCbraith  v.  McLain^  84  Illinois,  379  ;  Paine  v.  WUcox^ 
16  Wisconsin,  202.  So  in  ^eale  v.  Neales^  9  Wall.  1,  a  parol 
gift  of  land  was  made  to  a  donor,  who  took  possession,  and, 
indnced  by  the  promise  of  the  donor  to  give  a  deed  of  it, 
made  valuable  improvements  on  the  property.  It  was  held 
that  the  donor,  having  stipulated  that  the  expenditure  should 
be  made,  this  should  be  regarded  as  a  consideration  or  condi- 
tion of  the  gift,  and  a  specific  performance  was  decreed.  To 
same  effect  is  Hardesty  v.  Richardson^  44  Maryland,  617.  So  in 
Bigdow  V.  Armes^  108  U.  S.  10.  Armes  proposed  in  writing  to 
Bigelow  to  exchange  his  real  estate  for  Bigelow's  with  a  cash 
bonus.  The  latter  accepted  in  writing.  Armes  complied  in 
full ;  Bigelow  in  part  only.  It  was  held  to  be  unnecessary  to 
determine  whether  the  written  memorandum  was  sufficient,  as 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  view  of  the  full  performance 
by  Armes,  to  decree  performance  by  Bigelow.  There  are 
other  cases  in  this  court  in  which  the  evidence  was  deemed 
insufficient  to  justify  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  but 
the  principle  of  the  cases  above  cited  has  never  been  ques- 
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tioned.  CoUon  v.  Thompson,  2  Wheat.  836;  PurceU  v. 
Mmer,  4  Wall.  513 ;  Grafton  v.  Cmnmings,  99  U.  S.  100. 
Indeed,  the  rule  is  too  well  settled  to  require  further  citation 
of  authorities,  that,  if  the  parol  agreement  be  clearly  and 
satisfactorily  proven,  and  the  plaintiff,  relying  upon  soch 
agreement  and  the  promise  of  the  defendant  to  perform  his 
part,  has  done  acts  in  part  performance  of  such  agreement, 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  —  acts  which  have  so 
altered  the  relations  of  the  parties  as  to  prevent  their  restora- 
tion to  their  former  condition  —  it  would  be  a  virtual  fraud 
to  allow  the  defendant  to  interpose  the  statute  as  a  defence 
and  thus  to  secure  to  himself  the  benefit  of  what  has  been 
done  in  part  performance.  It  must  appear,  however,  that 
the  acts  done  by  the  plaintiff  were  done  in  pursuance  of  the 
contract,  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it  into  execution, 
and  with  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  other  party.  While 
acts  done  prior  to  the  contract  or  preparatory  thereto,  such 
as  delivering  abstracts  of  titles,  measuring  the  land,  drawing 
up  deeds,  etc.,  are  not  regarded  as  sufficient  part  performance, 
it  is  otherwise  with  such  acts  as  taking  open  possession  of  the 
land  sold,  or  making  permanent  or  valuable  improvements 
thereon,  or  doing  other  acts  in  relation  to  the  land  manifestly 
inconsistent  with  any  other  theory  than  that  of  carrying  out 
the  parol  undertaking. 

Plaintiff  introduced  the  testimony  of  three  witnesses,  all  of 
which  tended  to  show  that  a  meeting  of  all  the  heirs  was  held 
the  last  of  May,  1873,  at  the  homestead,  at  which  it  was  agreed 
to  sell  square  179,  pay  off  the  indebtedness,  and  divide  the 
balance.  The  indebtedness  consisted  of  taxes  upon  square 
179  and  a  mortgage  debt  upon  it,  the  indebtedness  of  the 
widow,  and  the  taxes  due  upon  the  homestead  occupied  by 
her  in  square  199.  There  was  another  meeting  in  June,  at 
which  there  was  a  deed  read  which  had  been  prepared.  John 
Riggles,  who  appeared  for  the  first  wife,  objected  to  the  deed 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  will, 
when  Mr.  Evans,  who  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  children  of 
the  second  wife,  promised  that  the  children  should  share  and 
share  alike  in  the  house  at  the  death  of  the  mother,  and  said 


RIGGLES  V.  ERNEY.  255 

Opinion  of  the  Court. 

"  that  it  would  not  be  fair  for  the  children  of  the  last  wife  to 
do  all  the  waiting  and  the  children  of  the  first  wife  get  their 
share  at  once ;  that  it  would  only  be  equitable  for  the  children 
of  the  first  wife  to  do  part  of  the  waiting  and  share  equally 
with  them,  so  that  it  would  be  literally  carried  out,  and  we 
consented  to  divide  equally  upon  that  basis,  and  Avould  have 
refused  to  have  sold  any  more  than  suflBcient  to  pay  oflf  the 
indebtedness  unless  they  would  agree  to  this  equitable  division, 
which  was  agreed  to  by  all  the  heirs  without  any  objec- 
tion." 

This  agreement,  so  far  as  concerned  square  179,  was  carried 
out,  and  defendant  Hannah  was  paid  about  $3000  as  her  share 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  Mr.  Evans,  who,  as  before  stated, 
appeared  for  the  children  of  the  second  wife,  among  whom 
was  defendant  Hannah,  after  stating  that  it  was  understood 
that  the  homestead  was  to  be  sold,  says  that  '^  it  was  a  dis- 
tinct and  positive  verbal  agreement,  thoroughly  understood 
and  consented  to  by  all  without  reservation;  we  did  not  wish 
to  send  the  deed  back  for  a  change,  fearing  that  delays  were 
dangerous ;  we  were  anxious  to  settle.  Q.  Do  you  know  that 
Hannah  Kiggles  Erney  understood  positively  that  she  was 
consenting  and  agreeing  to  break  the  terms  of  her  father's 
will?  A.  I  do  not  know  that  she  did.  ...  As  I  said 
before,  I  represented  the  children  by  the  second  wife,  and 
my  wife's  interest,  like  Mrs.  Emey's,  I  was  bound  to  protect 
in  every  way.  I,  therefore,  consulted  with  her,  explained  the 
terms  of  the  deed,  read  the  will  to  her,  and  asked  her,  as  well 
as  the  other  heirs  by  the  second  wife,  if  she  thoroughly  under- 
stood and  consented  to  selling  the  property.  She  was  satis- 
fied, and  so  expressed  herself."  This  testimony  was  also 
corroborated  by  Sarah  A.  Turton,  one  of  the  children  by  the 
first  wife. 

The  only  testimony  to  the  contrary  is  that  of  defendant 
herself,  who  always  understood  that  the  land  was  sold  "  to 
pay  the  indebtedness  of  mother,  and  then  it  was  to  be  divided 
equally,  and  that  is  all."  She  remembered  of  but  one  meeting, 
but  acknowledged  that  Mr.  Evans  was  her  representative  in 
the  transaction.    She  denied  entering  into  any  contract  con- 
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cerning  the  disposition  of  the  land,  but  her  testimony  is  quite 
unsatisfactory  and  her  memory  evidently  defective. 

By  the  terms  of  the  will  square  179,  after  being  charged 
with  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the  widow  and  her  four 
children  during  her  life,  and  after  her  death  until  the  young- 
est should  become  of  age,  was  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  to 
be  divided  between  the  children  of  the  first  wife,  with  a  pro- 
viso that,  if  the  lands  so  sold  should  exceed  the  value  of  the 
homestead  lands,  the  children  of  the  second  wife  should  re- 
ceive enough  to  make  the  shares  of  all  equal. 

The  ultimate  objects  of  the  will  were,  first  to  provide  for 
the  maintenance  and  expenses  of  the  wife  and  younger  chil- 
dren until  they  became  of  age;  and,  second^  that  the  property 
should  then  be  equally  divided  between  them.  This  equality 
would  certainly  be  defeated,  if  the  defendant  Hannah  were 
permitted  to  share  equally  in  the  proceeds  of  square  179,  and 
in  addition  to  receive  the  whole  of  the  proceeds  of  square  199. 
It  seems  to  us  altogether  improbable  that  the  children  of  the  first 
wife  would  have  entered  into  this  arrangement,  without  an 
understanding  that  they  were  also  to  share  in  the  proceeds  of 
the  homestead. 

The  decree  of  the  court  hdow  w,  therefore,  remrsed^  and  ths 
case  remanded  for  further  proceedings  m  conformity  taith 
this  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Bbewbb  and  Mb.  Justice  Whttb  dissented  from 
this  opinion. 


MORAN  V.  STURGES. 

EBBOB    TO    THE    SUPBEME    OOUET  OF    THE    STATE    OF    NEW  TOBK- 
No.  892.    ArguedMarchl8,14, 1894.  — Decided  May  26, 1804. 

On  the  3l8t  day  of  Jnly,  1891,  proceedings  were  commenced  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  New  York  for  the  voluntary  dissolution  of  a  Steam 
Tow  Boat  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  that  State, 
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and  an  order  was  made  on  that  day  restraining  creditors  from  bringing 
action  and  requiring  all  to  show  cause,  on  the  16th  day  of  November,  1891, 
before  a  referee,  why  the  prayer  of  the  petitioner  should  not  be  granted. 
An  order  was  made  at  the  same  time  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
which  required  him  to  give  bonds  before  entering  on  the  duties  of  his 
oflSce.  On  the  1st  of  August,  1891,  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day, 
these  orders  were  entered  and  the  papers  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  the  court.  On  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day,  which  was  Saturday, 
and  on  Monday,  August  3,  libels  in  admiralty  were  filed  In  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York  to  en- 
force maritime  liens  against  six  of  the  vessels  of  said  Tow  Boat  Com- 
pany's fleet.  On  the  1st  of  August  the  marshals  for  the  district  seized 
and  took  Into  custody  three  of  the  six,  and  on  the  3d  of  August  did  like- 
wise with  the  other  three.  On  the  4th  of  August  the  receiver  filed  his 
official  bond,  duly  approved,  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his 
duties.  On  the  same  day  he  went  to  take  possession  of  the  six  vessels 
and  found  them  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal.  Thereupon,  on  his 
motion,  process  issued  against  the  several  llbellants,  to  bring  them 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  where,  after  hearing,  they  were 
enjoined  from  taking  any  further  proceedings  on  their  libels.  This 
Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  being  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
and  the  Judgment  of  the  latter  court  being  remitted  to  the  Supreme  Court 
and  entered  there  as  Its  judgment,  the  llbellants  sued  out  a  writ  of  error 
to  this  court.  Held,  That  the  state  court  had  no  jurisdiction  in  personam 
over  the  llbellants  as  holders  of  maritime  Hens  when  the  libels  were  filed ; 
that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was,  as  the  case  stood,  one  for  the  Dis- 
trict Conrt  to  decide  in  the  first  instance ;  that  the  District  Court  had 
jurisdiction;  and  that  the  judgment  under  review  was  In  effect  an  unlaw- 
ful Interference  with  proceedings  In  that  court. 
Though  courts,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  their  jurisdiction  over  per- 
sons and  subject-matter  may  enjoin  parties  who  are  amenable  to  their 
process,  and  subject  to  their  jurisdiction  from  interference  with  them  in 
respect  of  property  in  their  possession  or  identical  controversies  therein 
pending,  by  subsequent  proceedings  as  to  the  same  parties  and  subject- 
matter  in  other  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction;  and  though,  where 
property  Is  In  the  actual  possession  of  one  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion, such  possession  cannot  be  disturbed  by  process  out  of  another  court ; 
yet,  upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  this  record,  the  District  Court  was  not 
required  to  stay  its  hand  until  the  termination  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
state  court,  that  court  being  without  jurisdiction  as  to  maritime  liens, 
and  being  incapable  of  displacing  them. 

The  Schuyler  Steam  Tow-Boat  Company  was  a  corporation 
organized  under  the  laws  of  New  York.  On  July  31, 1891, 
the  trustees  of  the  company  filed  a  petition  in  the  Supreme 
Conrt  of  the  State  of  New  York  at  Albany  County,  at  cham- 
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bers,  for  the  voluntary  dissolution  of  the  company  under  §§ 
2419  and  2423  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  that  State, 
and  in  their  petition  prayed  for  the  appointment  of  a  tem- 
porary receiver  under  §  2423  as  amended,  whose  powers 
and  duties  were  specified  in  §  1788.  (Code  Civ.  Proc.  N.  Y. 
1892,  pp.  643,  835,  836.)  The  petition  stated  that  the  stock, 
effects,  and  other  property  of  the  corporation  were  not  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  just  amounts  for  which  it  was  liable,  nor  to 
aflford  reasonable  security  to  those  who  might  deal  with  it,  for 
the  reasons  that  the  corporation  was  indebted  to  the  Holland 
Trust  Company  of  New  York  in  a  large  sum  of  money  on  a 
demand  loan,  payment  whereof  had  been  demanded,  and  that 
there  were  no  available  assets  to  meet  the  same;  that  the 
corporation  had  already  defaulted  upon  certain  claims  set 
forth  in  the  schedule  attached,  which  were  secured  by  notes 
which  had  been  presented  for  payment  and  payment  refused 
for  want  of  such  assets ;  that  ^'  other  claims  set  forth  in  the 
schedule  are  either  due  or  rapidly  becoming  due;  and  that 
there  is  serious  danger  of  the  company's  vessels,  constituting 
the  sole  property  of  the  said  company,  being  libelled  in  the 
admiralty  courts  of  the  United  States  for  such  claims  as  con- 
stitute maritime  liens,  including  the  claims  for  services  and 
supplies  rendered  to  said  vessels.  That  in  the  event  of  said 
vessels  being  libelled  and  sold  under  a  decree  in  admiralty, 
there  would  be  little  hope  of  realizing  the  value  of  said  vessels 
on  such  sale,  and  the  security  of  creditors  and  stockholders 
would  be  seriously  imperilled ; "  that  the  assets  must  be  real- 
ized by  sale,  and  would  be  insufficient  to  pay  all  the  claims  in 
full,  etc.  Thereupon  the  presiding  judge,  the  attorney  gen- 
eral of  New  York  appearing  and  consenting  thereto,  signed 
an  order  to  show  cause  before  a  referee  therein  named,  on 
November  16,  1891,  why  the  company  should  not  be  dis- 
solved, and  by  the  same  order  appointed  Frank  D.  Stniges 
temporary  receiver  of  the  property,  "  with  all  the  powers  and 
subject  to  all  the  duties  that  are  defined  as  belonging  to 
temporary  receivers  appointed  in  an  action  in  §  1788  of  the 
code."  It  was  further  ordered  "that  all  creditors  of  said 
corporation,  be  and  they  are  hereby  restrained  and  enjoined 
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from  bringing  any  actions  against  the  said  corporation  for 
the  recovery  of  a  sum  of  money,  and  from  taking  any  further 
proceedings  in  any  action  already  commenced  against  the 
said  corporation  for  such  purpose,"  A  copy  of  the  order  was 
directed  to  be  published  at  least  once  in  each  of  the  three 
weeks  immediately  preceding  November  16,  1891,  and  that 
a  copy  be  served  upon  each  of  the  several  persons  specified 
in  the  schedule  attached  to  the  petition  as  a  creditor  or  stock- 
holder of  the  corporation.  It  was  further  ordered  that  before 
entering  upon  the  duties  of  such  receivership  the  said  receiver 
should  execute  and  acknowledge  in  due  form  of  law  a  bond 
in  the  penal  sum  of  $50,000,  payable  to  the  State  of  New 
York,  with  sureties.  This  order  was  entered  and  the  petition 
and  accompanying  papers  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 
the  court  for  Albany  County  in  the  forenoon  of  August  1, 
1891.  On  the  afternoon  of  August  1, 1891,  which  was  Satur- 
day, and  on  Monday,  August  3,  1891,  plaintiffs  in  error, 
Michael  Moran  and  other  coowners  of  certain  tugs,  filed  libels 
in  admiralty  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Kew  York  against  certain  steamboats, 
which  were  the  property  of  the  Schuyler  Company.  Process 
was  issued  under  said  libels  to  the  United  States  marshal  for 
that  district,  and  on  August  1  he  seized  and  took  into  his 
possession  the  steamboats  Niagara,  Belle,  and  Syracuse,  and 
afl^ed  his  notice  of  seizure  thereto.  On  August  3  he  seized 
and  took  into  his  custody  the  steamboats  Yanderbiit,  Jacob 
Leonard,  and  America,  and  affixed  his  notice  of  seizure 
thereto.  On  August  4, 1891,  the  receiver  went  on  board  the 
steamboats  mentioned  and  ascertained  that  the  marshal  was 
in  possession  thereof  by  his  keepers,  and  he  also  found  affixed 
to  the  boats  the  marshal's  notice  of  seizure.  The  receiver 
applied  to  the  state  court,  August  26,  and  was  duly  author- 
ized by  order  that  day  in  that  court  entered  to  contest  said 
libels  or  to  take  such  other  proceedings  therein  as  might  be 
advisable,  and  to  use  the  funds  in  his  hands  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  such  security  as  he  might  be  able,  as  required  in 
contesting  the  libels.  In  September,  1891,  the  receiver  made 
a  motion  in  the  United  States  District  Court  for  an  order 
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directing  the  marshal  to  withdraw  from  the  custody  of  the 
steamboats  held  under  the  admiralty  process.  The  motion 
was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  .question  should  be  raised 
by  answer  to  the  libels,  and  leave  was  given  to  answer  accord- 
ingly. The  receiver  availed  himself  of  this  permission  and 
appeared  in  one  action  against  each  vessel  and  filed  his  answer 
contesting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  court.  He  there- 
after made  an  application  to  this  court  for  a  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion to  the  District  Court,  which  was  denied  November  13, 1891. 
On  November  10  the  receiver  verified  a  petition  addressed 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  in  which  he 
asked  that  plaintiffs  in  error  hereiji  might  be  enjoined  from 
prosecuting  the  libels  which  they  had  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York.  Affidavits  were  attached  to  the  petition,  and  on  these 
papers  and  the  preceding  record  one  of  the  justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State  entered  an  order  November  11, 
1891,  that  plaintiffs  in  error  show  cause  at  a  special  term  of 
the  court,  November  14,  1891,  why  they  should  not  be  en- 
joined from  taking  any  further  proceedings  on  their  libels  in 
the  United  States  courts,  and  in  the  meantime  plaintiffs  in 
error  were  enjoined  and  restrained  from  taking  any  further 
action  under  their  libels,  and  from  attempting  any  proceeding 
looking  to  the  condemnation  or  sale  of  the  steamboats  or  any 
of  them.  Affidavits  in  opposition  were  presented  by  plain- 
tiffs in  error  on  the  hearing  of  the  order  to  show  cause.  Cer- 
tain allegations  were  made  in  the  petition  and  the  moving 
affidavit  of  a  knowledge  by  Moran  at  the  time  he  filed  the 
first  libel  that  a  receiver  of  the  company  had  been  appointed. 
These  were  denied,  and  Moran  set  forth  under  oath  aU  his 
information  and  sources  of  information  on  the  subject  of  the 
proceedings  contemplated  to  dissolve  the  company,  with  the 
dates.  The  petition  set  forth  that  if  libellants  were  permitted 
to  prosecute  their  libels  and  obtain  decrees  thereunder,  and 
the  steamboats  were  condemned  and  sold  to  satisfy  the  same, 
it  would  result  in  the  vessels  being  sold  for  less  than  their 
value,  and  that  the  interest  of  the  corporation  and  the  gen- 
eral creditors  thereof  would  be  greatly  sacrificed;  that  the 
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vessels  would  bring  a  much  larger  price  if  sold  as  a  fleet ; 
that  all  creditors  who  were  entitled  to  a  preference  by  having 
liens  as  well  as  all  unsecured  creditors  could  be  fully  pro- 
tected in  this  proceeding ;  that  petitioner  was  advised  that  a 
larger  portion  of  the  claims  for  which  libels  had  been  filed  did 
not  constitute  liens  against  the  vessels,  nor  were  libellants  en- 
titled to  any  preference  for  such  portion  of  their  claims.  The 
petition  further  stated  that  under  the  order  of  August  26  the 
receiver  had  not  sufBlcient  funds  to  give  security  to  contest  all 
of  the  libels,  and  was  wholly  unable  to  give  the  security  neces- 
sary to  release  the  vessels  from  the  marshal's  custody,  and  for 
which  reason,  unless  the  libellants  were  restrained  from  pros- 
ecuting the  libels,  the  receiver  would  be  unable  to  prevent  the 
condemnation  and  sale  of  the  steamboats.  The  petition  also 
set  forth  the  receiver's  application  to  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York  for  an 
order  directing  the  marshal  of  the  district  to  surrender  the 
custody  of  the  steamboats ;  the  denial  thereof-  on  the  ground 
that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  ought  not  to  be  decided  upon 
motion ;  the  leave  to  the  receiver  to  answer  the  libels  and 
contest  the  jurisdiction  by  answer;  his  appearance  and  an- 
swer in  one  action  brought  against  each  steamboat  for  the 
purpose  of  testing  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court,  he  not  being 
able,  as  he  alleged,  to  furnish  the  security  necessary  in  order 
to  answer  all  the  libels,  which  were  some  forty  in  number. 
It  was  also  averred  that  a  motion  had  been  made  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  by  Moran  for  the  sale  of  the  steamboats,  and  that 
the  proceeds  be  deposited  in  court  to  await  the  result  of  the 
action;  that  the  motion  was  opposed  by  the  receiver  and 
withdrawn  as  to  the  libels  in  which  he  had  answered ;  that 
the  motion  had  since  been  urged  in  the  actions  in  which  the 
receiver  had  not  appeared  and  answered,  and  that  the  Dis- 
trict Court  had  intimated  that  the  motion  would  be  granted 
November  13.  Petitioner  denied  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  over  the  steamboats,  or  any  of  them,  at  the  time 
the  libels  were  filed,  and  asserted  that  they  were  at  that  time 
in  the  custody  of  the  state  court,  and  not  liable  or  subject  to 
the  attachment  made  by  the  marshal.    On  December  7,  1891, 
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the  special  term  of  the  Sapreme  Court  granted  the  prayer  of 
the  receiver  and  entered  an  order  for  an  injunction,  enjoining 
plaintiffs  in  error  from  taking  any  further  proceedings  upon 
their  libels  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  New  York  against  the  steamboat  com- 
pany or  against  the  steamboats  of  that  company,  except  the 
Niagara,  and  from  taking  any  action  whatsoever  under  said 
libels  and  in  proceedings  looking  to  the  condemnation  and 
sale  of  the  steamboats,  or  any  of  them,  except  the  Niagara. 

Plaintiffs  in  error  appealed  from  that  order  to  the  general 
term,  by  which  it  was  affirmed,  and  they  then  carried  the  case 
to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  New  York,  which 
affirmed  the  order  of  the  general  term,  136  N.  Y.  169,  and 
directed  that  its  judgment  be  made  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  which  was  done  December  6, 1892,  whereupon 
this  writ  of  error  was  sued  out. 

Mr.  Robert  D.  Benedioty  (with  whom  were  Mr.  James  Emer- 
son  Carpenter  and  Mr.  Joseph  K  Mosher  on  the  brief,)  for 
plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  de  L.  Berier^  by  leave  of  court,  filed  a  brief  on  behalf 
of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Company,  and  of  the  United  States 
marshal  for  the  district. 

Mr.  James  W.  Eaion  for  defeiidant  in  error. 

By  the  order  of  July  thirty-first,  appointing  a  receiver,  the 
New  York  state  court  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  property  of 
the  corporation,  and  that  jurisdiction  is  exclusive  as  against  all 
other  courts  of  coordinate  jurisdiction. 

This  proposition  is  fully  established  by  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals  in  this  case ;  but,  prior  to  that  decision,  the 
point  was  decided  in  favor  of  our  contention,  so  far  as  the  oon- 
flicting  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  the  same  State  was  concerned, 
by  the  Christian,  Jensen  Case^  128  N.  Y.  550,  which  is  directly 
in  point.  The  proceeding  was  similar  to  the  proceeding  here- 
tofore taken  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  the  case  is  conclusive  upon 
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the  propositioQ  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  appointing 
the  receiver  attaches  from  the  moment  of  filing  the  order, 
and  the  process  of  other  courts,  levied  intermediate  the  filing  of 
the  order  appointing  the  receiver  and  the  filing  of  his  bond,  is 
void.  There  are,  indeed,  a  large  number  of  cases  holding  that 
while  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  receiver  to  file  security  in 
order  to  give  him  power  to  administer  the  assets  of  the  cor- 
poration, the  act  of  fiUng  security  is  not  at  all  essential  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  process  levied  intermediate  the 
appointment  of  the  receiver  and  his  giving  a  bond  is  void. 
See  Maynard  v.  Bond^  67  Missouri,  315 ;  Butter  v.  Tallia^  5 
Sandf.  (N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.)  610;  Stede  v.  Sturges,  6  Abb.  Prac. 
442  ;  Ailaa  Bank  v.  NaharU  Banky  23  Pick.  480 ;  WiswaU  v. 
Sampsavty  14  How.  52. 

And  this  rule  has  been  repeatedly  applied  to  cases  where 
such  an  exercise  of  jurisdiction  on  the  part  of  the  state  court 
has  been  held  to  give  it  exclusive  cognizance  and  control  to 
the  exclusion  of  a  Federal  court  of  coordinate  jurisdiction 
attempting  to  interfere  with  the  subject-matter  in  dispute ;  and 
that,  too,  by  the  Federal  courts  themselves.  See  Union  Trust 
Co.  V.  Rockford  dkc.  Railroad,  6  Bissell,  197;  WiswaU  v. 
Sampson,  14  How.  52 ;  TloUaday  Case,  29  Fed.  Rep.  226 ; 
Bruce  v.  Railroad  Co.,  19  Fed.  Rep.  342;  Walkers.  Flint,  7 
Fed.  Rep.  435 ;  Kennedy  v.  Railroad  Co.,  3  Fed.  Rep.  97 ;  The 
Red  Wing,  14  Fed.  Rep.  869. 

In  Judd  V.  Bankers'  dk  Merchant^  Td.  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  182, 
an  action  in  which  the  complainant,  a  creditor  of  an  insolvent 
corporation,  sought  to  have  the  Federal  court  take  possession 
and  distribute  the  assets  of  the  corporation  already  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver  under  the  state  court,  it  was  said  by  Judge 
Wallace :  "  The  case  is  one  for  the  application  of  the  rule  that 
the  court  which  first  takes  cognizance  of  the  controversy  is 
entitled  to  retain  jurisdiction  to  the  end  of  the  litigation,  and 
to  take  possession  and  control  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
investigation  to  the  exclusion  of  all  interference  by  other  courts 
of  co5rdinate  jurisdiction.  Citing  Taylor  v.  Carryl,  20  How. 
583 ;  Williams  v.  Benedict,  8  How.  107  ;  Hagan  v.  Lucas,  10 
Pet.  400 ;  Buck  v.  Colbaih,  3  Wall.  334 ;  Heidritter  v.  Eliza- 


264  OCTOBER  TERM,  1893. 

Argament  for  Defendant  in  Error. 

leth  Co.,  112  U.  S.  294;  Schuehle  v.  Reiman,  86  N.  T.  270; 
Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Rockford  Railroad,  6  Bissell,  197 ;  Sedg- 
wick V.  Menck,  6  Blatchford,  156 ;  Yotmg  v.  Montgomery  dtc. 
Railroad,  2  Woods,  606.  And  see  also  the  very  recent  case  of 
Porter  v.  Sahin,  149  U.  S.  473. 

The  case  of  Heidritter  v.  Mizdbeth  Co.  is  instructive  in  this 
connection.  There  property  was  seized  by  a  United  States 
officer  for  an  infringement  of  Federal  law.  While  thus  in 
custody  of  the  United  States  District  Court  it  was  seized 
under  the  state  court  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien.  Both 
proceedings  were  in  rem.  The  United  States  Supreme  Court 
held  that  the  Federal  court  had  taken  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty and  that  the  possession  was  necessarily  exclusive.  ^^  The 
res  was  thereby  drawn  into  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  and 
dominion  of  the  United  States,  and,  for  the  purposes  of  that 
suit,  it  was  at  the  same  time  withdrawn  from  the  jurisdictioa 
of  the  courts  of  New  Jersey.  Any  proceeding  against  it 
involving  the  control  and  disposition  of  it  in  the  latter,  while 
in  that  condition,  was  as  if  it  were  a  proceeding  against  prop- 
erty in  another  State.  It  was  vain,  nugatory  and  void,  and, 
as  against  the  proceedings  and  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  and  those  claiming  under  them,  was 
without  effect." 

This  doctrine  was  also  asserted  in  the  strongest  terms  by 
Judge  Wallace  in  the  recent  case  of  Central  National  Bank 
V.  Hazard,  49  Fed.  Rep.  293.  See  also,  AtUeboroitgh  Bank 
V.  Northwestern  Co.,  28  Fed.  Rep.  113. 

In  Morrison  v.  Menhaden  Co.  37  Hun,  522,  in  which  certain 
vessels  had  been  seized  by  a  marshal  upon  libels  filed  to  en- 
force maritime  demands,  Daniels,  J.,  says,  that  the  custody 
of  the  property  of  the  defendant  prevented  its  seizure  under 
the  execution  of  the  applicant.  It  was  w^holly  within  the 
juiTsdiction  and  authority  of  the  United  States  District  Court 
and  was  not  the  subject  of  seizure  and  levy  under  his  exe- 
cution. 

The  principle  is  generally  acknowledged  that  property  in 
possession  of  an  officer  of  a  state  court,  under  l^al  process 
is  in  the  possession  of  that  court,  and,  therefore,  within  its 
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exclusive  jurisdiction ;  and  the  Federal  courts,  by  replevin  or 
any  other  process,  cannot  disturb  such  possession.  Senior  v. 
PiercCy  31  Fed.  Rep.  625,  cases  cited ;  Kremd  v.  The  E.  Z.  Carm^ 
45  Fed.  Eep.  367,  cases  cited ;  Tefft  v.  SUmherg,  40  Fed.  Eep.  2. 

It  may  be  argued  that  these  cases  do  not  apply  to  the  case 
at  bar,  because  here  the  property  was  not  taken  into  man- 
ual possession  under  process  of  the  court.  But  that,  under 
the  authorities,  is  not  necessary.  The  rule  is  stated  in  Gluck 
on  Receivers,  section  31,  as  follows:  ^^The  rule  stated  that 
the  court  which  first  takes  cognizance  of  the  controversy  is 
entitled  to  retain  jurisdiction  to  the  end  of  the  litigation,  and 
incidentally  to  take  the  possession  of  or  control  the  res 
.  .  .  to  the  exclusion  of  all  interference  from  other  courts 
of  coordinate  jurisdiction,  applies  to  state  and  Federal  courts 
as  well  as  to  the  several  courts  of  a  State.  «  The  proper  appli- 
cation of  this  rule  does  not  require  that  the  court  which  first 
takes  jurisdiction  of  the  case  shall  also  first  take,  by  its 
officers,  possession  of  the  thing  in  controversy  if  tangible  and 
susceptible  of  seizure ;  for  such  a  rule  would  only  lead  to 
unseemly  haste  on  the  part  of  officers  to  get  the  manual  pos- 
session of  the  property.  To  avoid  such  a  result,  the  broad 
rule  is  laid  down  that  the  court  first  invoked  will  not  be  in- 
terfered with  by  another  court  while  the  jurisdiction  is  re- 
tained." 

Indeed,  it  will  be  found,  upon  examination,  that  all  the 
cases  which  hold  priority  of  manual  possession  as  the  test  of 
jurisdiction  between  Federal  and  state  courts  are  cases  relat- 
ing to  the  levy  of  a  marshal  on  the  one  hand  and  the  levy 
of  a  sheriff  on  the  other,  and  do  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a 
receiver.  In  those  cases  the  liens  are  coordinate  and  equal, 
and  the  tribunal  first  acquiring  actual  possession,  through  its 
officers,  gains  complete  control  of  the  res.  That  is  the  only 
way  that  the  court  can  gain  control  under  its  execution.  The 
sheriff  or  marshal  is  not  the  hand  of  the  court,  as  is  the 
receiver,  but  only  its  officer  to  execute  its  mandate  by  seizing 
the  property  in  behalf  of  an  individual  suitor.  But,  by  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  its 
equity  powers  assumes  the  custody  of  the  property  to  be  dis- 
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posed  of  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  and  sach  an  act  is 
the  assertion  of  its  highest  prerogative  and  does  not  require 
any  actual  seizure  to  make  it  effectual.  That  this  distinction 
is  clearly  recognized  is  shown  by  a  great  number  of  cases 
which  hold  that  even  where  the  sheriff  or  marshal  has  made 
an  actual  seizure  the  subsequent  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
by  the  court,  prevents  any  sale  under  the  levy,  because  the 
order  appointing  the  receiver  vests  the  custody  of  the  property 
immediately  in  the  court,  without  the  necessity  of  manual 
possession.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Rockford  <6o.  Railroad  Co.^ 
6  Bissell,  197 ;  Matter  of  Berry,  26  Barb.  55.  The  last  men- 
tioned case  is  particularly  instructive  in  this  connection. 
There  a  levy  of  property  made  by  the  sheriff  before  the 
appointment  of  the  receiver,  but  after  the  making  of  an  order 
directing  his  appointment,  was  held  void.  The  court  will 
take  into  account  fractions  of  a  day  in  determining  priority 
of  jurisdiction.  Matter  of  Berry y  supra ;  People  v.  Central 
Bank,  53  Barb.  412,  417.  ^ 

If  the  rule  were  otherwise  than  has  been  above  stated,  the 
receiver  of  a  corporation,  the  property  of  which  was  scattered 
over  a  large  area,  would  be  practically  powerless  and  the 
object  of  his  appointment  absolutely  frustrated.  The  learned 
counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error,  in  his  contention  for  the 
doctrine  that  manual  possession  is  essential  to  establish  juris- 
diction, relies  wholly  on  the  cases  relating  to  the  conflicting 
claims  of  sheriffs  and  marshals  which,  as  above  pointed  out^ 
bears  no  analogy  to  the  case  of  a  receiver  and  a  marshal.  It 
is  undoubtedly  true  that  an  execution  in  the  hands  of  a  sheriff 
binds  personal  property  of  a  judgment  debtor  from  the  time 
that  it  is  lodged  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  but  this  doctrine  is 
only  true  so  far  as  subsequent  purchasers  are  concerned,  and 
has  no  application  to  the  case  where  process  is  issued  out  of 
two  coordinate  courts,  and  the  reasoning  of  the  leaorued 
counsel  as  to  the  analogy  between  such  process  and  the  order 
appointing  a  receiver  is  therefore  fallacious. 

Apply  this  principle,  above  stated,  to  the  case  of  courts 
of  co5rdinate,  but  conflicting  jurisdiction,  and  it  follows  that 
the  court  appointing  the  receiver  has  priority  over  the  court 
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subsequently  levying,  through  its  officer,  upon  the  property 
which,  by  the  act  of  appointing  the  receiver,  is  in  the  custody 
of  the  first  court.  The  question  of  what  title,  if  any,  is  taken 
by  the  receiver  to  the  property  is  immaterial.  The  real  ques- 
tion is  that  of  the  custody  of  the  court  through  its  receiver 
and  during  the  continuance  of  the  receivership.  The  above 
rule  applies  to  most  of  the  cases  where  manual  possession  has 
been  held  to  be  important.  Hagan  v.  Lewis^  10  Pet.  400; 
Taylor  v.  Carryl^  20  How.  583 ;  Freeman  v.  Howe^  24  How. 
450;  Buck  v.  CoUbath,  3  Wall.  334;  Covdl  v.  Heyman^  111 
U.  S.  176;  Heidritt&r  v.  Elizabeth  dkc.  Co,,  112  U.  S.  294; 
PvUiam  v.  Osborne,  17  How.  471;  Adler  v.  Roth,  5  Fed. 
Kep.  895 ;  Senior  v.  Pierce,  31  Fed.  Eep.  625 ;  The  Sailor 
Prince,  1  Ben.  237 ;  The  Ca/rolvne,  1  Lowell,  173 ;  Loving  v. 
Marsh,  2  Cliflf.  311. 

The  only  conclusion  warranted  by  the  authorities  is  that 
the  New  York  Supreme  Court,  by  the  appointment  of  its 
receiver,  gained  complete  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
property  and  that  the  Federal  court  had  no  right  to  interfere. 

Mb.  Chief  Justicb  Fulleb,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  court  declined  to  issue  the  writ  of  prohibition  to  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  New  York  from  proceeding  upon  these  libels  because  the 
alleged  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  District  Court  over  the 
vessels  was  in  course  of  litigation  in  that  court  on  due  process. 
In  re  Fassett,  Petition&r,  142  U.  S.  479,  484.  The  state  court 
upon  the  receiver's  application  granted  in  effect  the  prohibi- 
tion which  we  denied,  and  restrained  libellants  from  prose- 
cuting their  libels.  The  question  is  whether  it  was  within 
the  power  of  the  state  court  to  do  this  ? 

The  general  rule  is  that  state  courts  cannot  enjoin  proceed- 
ings in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  this  was  held  at 
a  very  early  day,  in  reference  to  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Ck>nrt ;  M^Kim  v.  Voorhies,  7  Cranch,  279,  281 ;  while  on  the 
other  hand,  it  was  determined  that  the  Circuit  Court  would 
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not  enjoin  proceedings  in  a  state  court,  and  any  attempt  of 
that  kind  was  forbidden  by  act  of  Congress.  Digga  v.  Wd- 
cott,  4  Cra.noh,  179 ;  Act  of  March  2,  1793,  c.  22,  §  6, 1  Stat 

333,  335.    In  Biggs  v.  Johnson  County,  6  Wall.  166,  195,  this 
court,  speaking  through  Mr.  Justice  CliflEord,  said:  "State 
courts  are  exempt  from  all  interference  by  the  Federal  tribunals, 
but  they  are  destitute  of  all  power  to  restrain  either  the 
process  or  proceedings  in  the-  national  courts.    Circuit  Courts 
and  state  courts  act  separably  and  independently  of  each 
other,  and  in  their  respective  spheres  of  action,  the  process 
issued  by  the  one  is  as  far  beyond  the  reach  of  the  other,  as  if 
the  line  of  division  between  them  ^  was  traced  by  landmarks 
and  monuments  visible  to  the  eye.'    .     .    .    Viewed  in  any 
light,  therefore,  it  is  obvious  that  the  injunction  of  a  state 
court  is  inoperative  to  control,  or  in  any  manner  to  affect  the 
process  or  proceedings  of  a  Circuit  Court,  not  on  account  of 
any  paramount  jurisdiction  in  the  latter  courts,  but  because, 
in  their  sphere  of  action,  Circuit  Courts  are  wholly  independ- 
ent of  state  tribunals."     And  in    United  States  v.  Keokuk^ 
6  Wall.  514,  517,  the  same  learned  justice,  again  speaking  for 
the  court,  observed :   "  Orders  for  an  injunction  issued  by 
state  courts  are  as  inoperative  upon  the  process  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  that  district  as  they  would  be  if  directed  to  the 
process  of  a  Circuit  Court  in  any  other  district  of  the  United 
States,  because  the  state  and  Federal  courts,  in  their  sphere 
of  action,  are  independent  of  any  such  control." 

Mr.  Justice  Story  was  of  opinion  that  to  the  doctrine  which 
permits  the  courts  of  one  State  in  proper  cases  to  enjoin 
persons  within  their  jurisdiction  from  instituting  legal  pro- 
ceedings in  other  States,  or  from  further  proceeding  in  actions 
already  begun,  there  exists  the  exception  that  the  state 
courts  cannot  enjoin  parties  from  proceeding  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  nor  the  latter  enjoin  them  from  proceed- 
ing in  the  former  courts,  an  exception  based  upon  peculiar 
grounds  of  municipal  and  constitutional  law.  Story  £q. 
§  900  ;  Story  Const.  §  1757. 

By  the  Judiciary  Act  of  March  2,  1793,  c.  22,  §  5,  1  Stat. 

334,  the  granting  of  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  in  any 
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court  of  a  State  was  prohibited  in  express  terms,  and  it  was 
held  in  Peck  v.  JennesSy  7  How.  612,  624,  that  even  the  Dis- 
trict Court  sitting  in  bankruptcy  could  not  issue  an  injunc- 
tion to  stay  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  from  proceeding  in  a 
state  court,  Mr.  Justice  Grier  saying:  "It  is  a  doctrine  of 
law  too  long  established  to  require  a  citation  of  authorities 
that,  where  a  court  has  jurisdiction,  it  has  a  right  to  decide 
every  question  which  occurs  in  the  cause,  and  whether  its 
decision  be  correct  or  otherwise,  its  judgment,  till  reversed, 
is  regarded  as  binding  in  every  other  court ;  and  that,  where 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  court,  and  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  to 
prosecute  his  suit  in  it,  have  once  attached,  that  right  cannot 
be  arrested  or  taken  away  by  proceedings  in  another  court. 
These  rules  have  their  foundation,  not  merely  in  comity, 
but  on  necessity.  For  if  one  may  enjoin,  the  other  may 
retort  by  injunction,  and  thus  the  parties  be  without  remedy ; 
being  liable  to  a  process  for  contempt  in  one,  if  they  dare  to 
proceed  in  the  other.  Neither  can  one  take  property  from 
the  custody  of  the  other  by  replevin  or  any  other  process, 
for  this  would  produce  a  conflict  extremely  embarrassing  to 
the  administration  of  justice.  In  the  case  of  Kennedy  v.  The 
Earl  of  Casailisj  2  Swanston,  313,  Lord  Eldon  at  one  time 
granted  an  injunction  to  restrain  a  party  from  proceeding  in 
a  suit  pending  in  the  Court  of  Sessions  of  Scotland,  which,  on 
more  mature  reflection,  he  dissolved ;  because  it  was  admitted, 
if  the  Court  of  Chancery  could  in  that  way  restrain  proceed- 
ings in  an  independent  foreign  tribunal,  the  Court  of  Sessions 
might  equally  enjoin  the  parties  from  proceeding  in  chancery, 
and  thus  they  would  be  unable  to  proceed  in  either  court. 
The  fact,  therefore,  that  an  injunction  issues  only  to  the 
parties  before  the  court,  and  not  to  the  court,  is  no  evasion  of 
the  di£Bculties  that  are  the  necessary  result  of  an  attempt  to 
exercise  that  power  over  a  party  who  is  a  litigant  in  another 
and  independent  forum." 

The  provision  of  the  act  of  1793  was  carried  forward  into 
section  720  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  with  the  addition  of  the 
words  "  except  in  cases  where  such  injunction  may  be  author- 
ized by  any  law  relating  to  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,"  and 
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under  that  exception  restraint  by  injunction  was  held  aatho^ 
ized  in  Chapman  v.  Brewer^  114  U.  S.  158. 

In  French  v.  Hay^  22  Wall.  250,  a  cause  had  been  properly 
removed  from  a  state  court  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States,  under  the  removal  acts,  and  the  Circuit  Court  had 
vacated  a  decree  previously  rendered  in  the  state  court  and 
dismissed  the  cause  for  want  of  equity,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  Circuit  Court,  having  jurisdiction  in  personam  over  the 
parties,  and  having  control  over  the  cause,  would  not  permit 
its  jurisdiction  to  be  trenched  upon  by  any  other  tribunal,  and 
might  properly  enjoin  a  party  to  the  cause  from  proceeding 
beyond  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  contraven- 
tion of  its  decree.  So,  in  Dietzsch  v.  Huidekoper^  103  U.  8. 
494,  a  plaintiff  in  a  replevin  suit  brought  in  a  state  court  had 
properly  removed  it  to  the  Federal  court  and  obtained  a  judg- 
ment there  in  his  favor,  but  the  state  court  proceeded  to  try 
the  cause  and  render  judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  notwith- 
standing the  removal,  and  an  action  was  then  brought  in  the 
state  court  upon  the  replevin  bond.  It  was  held  that  the 
court  of  the  United  States  might  enjoin  the  prosecution  of 
such  action,  the  relief  being  merely  ancillary  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion already  acquired  and  necessary  to  give  effect  to  its  own 
judgment. 

And  resort  to  injunction  in  proceedings  in  admiralty  for  the 
limitation  of  the  liability  of  ship  owners  under  an  act  of  Con- 
gress, passed  since  the  act  of  1793,  and  expressly  provided  that 
after  the  institution  of  such  proceedings  ^^  all  claims  and  pro- 
ceedings against  the  owner  shall  cease ; "  Act  of  March  3, 1851, 
c.  43,  §  4;  9  Stat.  635 ;  Eev.  Stat.  §  4285 ;  was  sustained  in 
Providence  cfe  New  York  Steamship  Co.  v.  HUl  Manufactur- 
ing Co.,  109  U.  S.  578,  599,  600. 

These  were  all  cases  in  which  the  issue  of  an  injunction  to 
a  state  court  had  been  expressly  or  impliedly  authorized  by 
Congress  as  necessary  to  the  effectual  exercise  by  a  court  of 
the  United  States  of  its  lawful  jurisdiction  over  particular 
persons  or  things. 

In  GayUrd  v.  Fort  Wayne  <kc.  Railroad,  6  Bissell,  286,291, 
292,  a  bill  w^as  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
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for  the  District  of  Indiana,  to  obtain,  among  other  things,  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration, and  to  administer  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors. 
After  a  demarrer  to  the  bill  had  been  sustained  and  an  amend- 
ment made,  a  receiver  was  appointed.  While  proceedings 
were  pending  in  the  Federal  court  a  suit  was  commenced  in 
the  state  court  of  Indiana  in  which  a  receiver  was  also  ap- 
pointed, who  took  possession  of  the  property.  Subsequently 
the  property  was  surrendered  by  the  persons  in  possession 
under  the  receiver  of  the  state  court  to  the  receiver  of  the 
Federal  court  upon  his  application,  and  he  retained  possession 
of  the  property,  the  court  refusing  to  rescind  the  order  ap- 
pointing him.  In  disposing  of  the  case,  the  Circuit  Court, 
Dmmmond,  J.,  said :  "  We  think  that  there  is  no  other  safe 
rule  to  adopt,  in  our  mixed  system  of  state  and  Federal  juris- 
prudence, than  to  hold  that  the  court  which  first  obtains 
jurisdiction  of  the  controversy,  and  thereby  of  the  res^  is 
entitled  to  retain  it  until  the  litigation  is  settled.  ...  Of 
course,  in  all  that  has  been  said,  it  is  assumed,  what  was  the 
fact  in  this  case,  that  the  bill  was  not  only  filed  first  in  this 
court,  but  that  the  process  was  issued  and  duly  served  upon 
the  parties,  and  that  they  were  in  court  subject  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion before  any  proceeding  was  instituted  in  the  state  court." 

In  Home  Insurance  Co.  v.  Howell^  24  K  J.  Eq.  (9  C.  E. 
Green)  238,  241,  the  complainant  filed  its  bill  for  relief  against 
two  policies  of  insurance,  which  it  alleged  the  defendant  had 
fraadulently  obtained  from  it  upon  his  property  in  Illinois, 
and  prayed  that  the  policies  might  be  delivered  up  and 
cancelled  or  declared  invalid,  and  that  the  defendant  might 
be  perpetually  enjoined  from  bringing  any  suit  at  law  or  in 
equity  upon  them  or  making  use  of  them  in  any  way  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  any  claim  for  damages  against  the 
complainant.  Defendant  appeared  and  filed  an  answer,  to 
which  a  replication  being  filed,  proofs  were  taken.  After  the 
suit  was  commenced,  defendant  brought  an  action  at  law  on 
the  policies  against  the  company  in  a  state  court  of  Illinois, 
which  suit  was  on  its  petition  removed  into  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  that  State. 
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The  company  thereupon  filed  its  petition  in  the  court  of  New 
Jersey  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  him  from  prosecuting  his 
suit  in  Illinois,  and  an  injunction  having  been  issued,  a  motion 
was  made  to  dissolve  it.  In  denying  the  motion,  the  Chan- 
cellor said :  "  This  court  having  the  power  to  hear  and 
determine  the  subject-matter  in  controversy,  and  having  first 
obtained  possession  of  the  controversy,  is  fully  at  liberty  to 
retain  it  until  it  shall  have  disposed  of  it.  The  general  rule 
is,  that  as  between  courts  of  concurrent  and  coordinate  juris- 
diction, (and  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  and  the 
state  courts  are  such  in  certain  controversies  —  such  as  that 
involved  in  this  suit,  for  example  —  between  citizens  of  dif- 
ferent States,)  the  court  that  first  obtains  possession  of  the 
controversy  must  be  allowed  to  dispose  of  it,  without  inter- 
ference from  the  co5rdinate  court.  .  .  .  Where  a  party 
is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  so  that  on  a  bill 
properly  filed  here,  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of  his  person, 
although  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  may  be  situated  else- 
where, it  may  by  the  ordinary  process  of  injunction  and 
attachment  for  contempt,  compel  him  to  desist  from  com- 
mencing a  suit  at  law,  either  in  this  State  or  any  foreign 
jurisdiction,  and,  of  course,  from  prosecuting  one  commenced 
after  the  bringing  of  the  suit  in  this  court." 

In  Brooks  v.  Delaplaine^  1  Md.  Chan.  351,  354,  the  high 
court  of  chancery  of  Maryland  dismissed  a  bill  in  equity, 
because  at  the  time  it  was  filed  a  suit  involving  the  same  con- 
troversy was  pending  in  the  county  court  having  concurrent 
jurisdiction.  And  see  the  observations  of  Mr.  Justice  Field, 
in  Sharon  v.  Terry,  36  Fed.  Eep.  337,  355. 

We  decided  in  CoU  v.  Cunningham^  133  XJ.  S.  107,  that  a 
creditor,  who  is  a  citizen  and  resident  of  the  same  State  as  his 
debtor,  against  whom  insolvent  proceedings  have  been  insti- 
tuted in  such  State,  is  bound  by  the  assignment  of  the  debtor^s 
property  in  such  proceedings,  and  if  he  attempts  to  seize  or 
attach  the  personal  property  of  the  debtor  situated  in  another 
State,  and  embraced  in  the  assignment,  he  may  be  restrained 
by  injunction  by  the  courts  of  the  State  in  which  he  and 
the  debtor  reside.    But  we  also  held  in  Reynolds  v.  AMen^ 
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136  IT.  S.  348,  that  a  creditor  who  was  not  a  citizen  or 
resident  of  the  same  State  with  his  debtor  might  proceed  in 
another  State  against  property  there,  unaffected  by  insolvency 
proceedings  in  the  State  of  the  debtor's  residence,  if  in  accord- 
ance with  the  law  of  such  other  State.  The  debtor  in  that 
case  was  a  citizen  and  resident  of  Massachusetts,  where  the 
insolvency  proceedings  were  had.  The  creditor  was  a  citizen 
of  New  Hampshire,  and  he  attached  property  of  the  debtor 
in  Louisiana,  where  the  rule  was  that  the  transfer  of  the 
estate  of  an  insolvent  debtor  by  judicial  operation  is  not 
binding  upon  the  citizens  and  inhabitants  of  Louisiana  or  any 
other  State  except  the  State  in  which  the  insolvent  proceed- 
ings have  taken  place,  at  least  until  the  assignee  has  reduced 
the  property  to  possession  or  done  what  is  equivalent  thereto. 

In  Worthington  v.  Lee^  61  Maryland,  530,  in  a  suit  for  spe- 
cific performance  of  a  covenant  for  the  renewal  of  a  lease  and 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  action  of  ejectment  for  the 
recovery  of  the  premises,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Maryland 
held,  Alvey,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  so 
far  as  the  parties  were  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  or 
bound  by  the  decree,  they  might  be  restrained  from  taking 
any  action  at  law  in  the  courts  of  Maryland  for  the  recovery 
of  the  property,  but  as  to  those  parties  residing  in  other  States, 
they  could  not  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  the  state 
court  from  suing  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  by 
which  their  right  so  to  sue  must  be  determined. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  the  principle  invoked  in  such  cases 
as  Gaylord  v.  Railroad  Company  and  Insurance  Company  v. 
Howell^  supra^  is,  that  courts  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
their  jurisdiction  over  persons  and  subject-matter  may  enjoin 
parties  who  are  amenable  to  their  process  and  subject  to  their 
jurisdiction  from  interference  with  them  in  respect  of  property 
in  their  possession  or  identical  controversies  therein  pending, 
by  subsequent  proceedings  as  to  the  same  parties  and  subject- 
matter  in  other  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction. 

The  proceeding  in  which  upon  petition  the  injunction  under 
consideration  was  granted,  was  a  proceeding  in  insolvency  in 
the  state  court  to  dissolve  and  wind  up  the  Schuyler  Com- 
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pany  on  its  own  application,  under  the  statutes  of  New  York 
in  that  behalf,  and  if  it  be  conceded  that  that  court  could  pro- 
tect its  exercise  of  jurisdiction  over  that  subject-matter  by 
enjoining  creditors  from  prosecuting  suits  against  the  company 
on  petition  of  the  receiver  in  that  suit  and  without  the  bring- 
ing of  a  new  suit  for  that  purpose,  it  does  not  follow  that  it 
had  power  to  grant  the  injunction  in  question. 

If  the  state  court  could  not  restrain  proceedings  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States;  if  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
state  court  over  the  libellants  had  not  attached ;  or  if  the 
District  Court  obtained  jurisdiction  over  the  vessels  in  priority 
to  the  state  court,  then  this  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

It  is  a  rule  of  general  appfication  that  where  property  is  in 
the  actual  possession  of  one  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
such  possession  cannot  be  disturbed  by  process  out  of  another 
court.  This  doctrine  has  been  repeatedly  affirmed  by  this 
court.  Hagan  v.  Lucas,  10  Pet.  400 ;  Taylor  v.  Carryl,  20  How. 
583 ;  PecJc  v.  Jenness,  7  How.  612,  625 ;  Freeman  v.  Howe, 
24  How.  ^60;  Ellis  v.  BaviSy  109  U.  S.  485,  498;  Krippen- 
dorf^.  Hyde,  110  U.  S.  276 ;  CoveU  v.  Heyinan,  111  U.  S.  176; 
Borer  v.  Chapman,  119  U.  S.  587,  600.  These  cases  were 
cited  in  Byers  v.  McAvley,  149  U.  S.  608,  614 ;  and  the  lan- 
guage of  Mr.  Justice  Matthews  in  CoveU  v.  Heyman  was 
quoted  to  this  effect :  "  The  point  of  the  decision  in  FreetMm 
v.  Howe,  supra,  is  that,  when  property  is  taken  and  held 
under  process,  mesne  or  final,  of  a  court  of  the  United  States, 
it  is  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  within  the' exclusive  juris- 
diction of  the  court  from  which  the  process  has  issued,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  writ ;  that  the  possession  of  the  officer  cannot 
be  disturbed  by  process  from  any  state  court,  because  to  disr 
turb  that  possession  would  be  to  invade  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  by  whose  command  it  is  held,  and  to  violate  the  law 
which  that  jurisdiction  is  appointed  to  administer ;  that  any 
person,  not  a  party  to  the  suit  or  judgment,  whose  property 
has  been  wrongfully,  but  under  color  of  process,  taken  and 
withheld,  may  prosecute,  by  ancillary  proceedings,  in  the  court 
whence  the  process  issued,  his  remedy  for  restitution  of  the 
property  or  its  proceeds  while  remaining  in  the  control  of 
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that  coart ;  but  that  all  other  remedies  to  which  he  may  be 
entitled,  against  officers  or  parties,  not  involving  the  with- 
drawal of  the  property  or  its  proceeds  from  the  custody  of  the 
officer  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  he  may  pursue  in  any 
tribunal,  state  or  Federal,  having  jurisdiction  over  the  parties 
and  the  subject-matter.  And  vice  versa,  the  same  principle 
protects  the  possession  of  property  while  thus  held,  by  process 
issuing  from  state  courts,  against  any  disturbance  under  proc- 
ess of  the  courts  of  the  United  States ;  excepting,  of  course, 
those  cases  wherein  the  latter  exercise  jurisdiction  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  the  supremacy  of  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States."    Porter  v.  Sabin,  149  U.  S.  473. 

In  Buck  V.  Colbath,  3  Wall.  334,  341,  345,  the  same  rule 
was  referred  to  as  settled,  and  Mr.  Justice  Miller  said :  ^^  A 
departure  from  this  rule  would  lead  to  the  utmost  confusion, 
and  to  endless  strife  between  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction 
deriving  their  powers  from  the  same  source ;  but  how  much 
more  disastrous  would  be  the  consequences  of  such  a  course,  in 
the  conflict  of  jurisdiction  between  courts  whose  powers  are 
derived  from  entirely  different  sources,  while  their  jurisdiction 
is  concurrent  as  to  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit.  This  principle,  however,  has  its  limitations ;  or  rather  its 
just  definition  is  td  be  attended  to.  It  is  only  while  the  prop- 
erty is  in  possession  of  the  court,  either  actually  or  construc- 
tively, that  the  court  is  bbund,  or  professes  to  protect  that 
possession  from  the  process  of  other  courts.  Whenever  the 
litigation  is  ended,  or  the  possession  of  the  officer  or  court  is 
discharged,  other  courts  are  at  liberty  to  deal  with  it  accord- 
ing to  the  rights  of  the  parties  before  them,  whether  those 
rights  require  them  to  take  possession  of  the  property  or  not. 
The  effect  to  be  given  in  such  cases  to  the  adjudication  of  the 
court  first  possessed  of  the  property,  depends  upon  principles 
familiar  to  the  law;  but  no  contest  arises  about  the  mere 
possession,  and  no  conflict  but  such  as  may  be  decided  without 
unseemly  and  discreditable  collisions."  It  was  further  said  : 
**  It  is  not  true  that  a  court,  having  obtained  jurisdiction  of 
a  subject-matter  of  a  suit,  and  of  parties  before  it,  thereby  ex- 
cludes all  other  courts  from  the  right  to  adjudicate  upon  other 
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matters  having  a  very  close  connection  with  those  before  the 
first  court,  and,  in  some  instances,  requiring  the  decision  of  the 
same  questions  exactly.  In  examining  into  the  exclusive  char- 
acter of  the  jurisdiction  of  such  cases,  we  must  have  regard  to 
the  nature  of  the  remedies,  the  character  of  the  relief  sought, 
and  the  identity  of  the  parties  in  the  different  suits,''  Henoe 
it  was  held  that  an  action  of  trespass  might  be  sustained  in  the 
state  court  against  the  marshal  for  levying  on  property  not 
belonging  to  the  defendant  in  his  writ,  although  his  possession 
could  not  have  been  interfered  with. 

The  reason  was  that  his  possession  was  the  possession  of  the 
court,  and,  pending  the  litigation,  no  other  court  of  merely 
concurrent  jurisdiction  could  be  permitted  to  disturb  that 
possession,  while  the  action  of  trespass  constituted  no  such 
interference. 

In  this  and  like  cases  the  question  has  arisen  in  respect  of 
courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction  as  to  parties  and  subject- 
matter. 

But  the  question  in  the  case  at  bar  arises  in  respect  of  the 
state  court  and  a  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  whose 
cognizance  of  all  civil  causes  of  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction is,  under  the  Constitution  and  by  the  ninth  section  of 
the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  (reproduced  in  Rev.  Stat.  §  711,) 
exclusive.  Tlie  Lexington^  {New  Jersey  Nav.  Go,  v.  MerchaniJ 
Bank,']  6  How.  344,  390 ;  TJie  Moses  Taylor,  4  Wall.  411 ;  The 
Hine,  4  Wall.  555 ;  TJie  Lottawanna,  21  Wall.  558,  580 ;  John- 
son V.  Chicago  d:o.  Elevator  Co.,  119  II.  S.  388,  397 ;  77ieJ.  £ 
Ruvibell,  148  D.  S.  1,  12.  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller: 
"  It  must  be  taken  as  the  settled  law  of  this  court,  that  wher- 
ever the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  have  original 
cognizance  of  admiralty  causes,  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  1789, 
that  cognizance  is  exclusive,  and  no  other  court,  state  or 
national,  can  exercise  it,  with  the  exception  always  of  such 
concurrent  remedy  as  is  given  by  the  common  law."  4  Wall. 
568.  The  act  saves  to  suitors  in  all  cases  "  the  right  of  a  com- 
mon law  remedy,  where  the  common  la\v  is  competent  to  give 
it ; "  that  is,  not  a  remedy  in  the  common  law  courts,  but  a 
common  law  remedy.    Suitors  are  not  compelled  to  seek  such 
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remedy,  if  it  exist,  nor  can  they,  if  entitled,  be  deprived  of 
their  right  to  proceed  in  a  court  of  admiralty,  and  the  state 
courts  have  no  authority  to  hear  and  determine  a  suit  in  rem 
to  enforce  a  maritime  lien.  The  Belfast^  7  Wall.  624,  644 ; 
The  Josephine,  39  N.T.  19,  27. 

A  statutory  proceeding  to  wind  up  a  corporation  is  not  a 
common  law  remedy,  and  a  maritime  lien  cannot  be  enforced 
by  any  proceeding  at  common  law.  These  libellants  were 
entitled  to  have  their  causes  tried  in  the  court  of  admiralty, 
according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  admiralty,  and  that 
right  could  not  be  taken  away  from  them,  nor  would  the 
decree  or  judgment  of  the  state  court  be  pleadable  in  bar  to 
their  libels.  If,  then,  the  receiver  had  first  taken  actual  pos- 
session of  these  vessels  and  sold  them,  such  sale  would  not 
have  cut  o£f  maritime  liens  and  4he  right  to  have  them  en- 
forced, and  while  it  may  be  true  that  the  state  courts,  exer- 
cising equitable  jurisdiction,  might  undertake,  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  property,  to  save  the  rights  of  holders  of  maritime 
liens,  yet  it  is  certain  that  those  courts  would  have  no  power 
by  a  sale  under  statute  to  destroy  their  liens  unless  they  had 
voluntarily  submitted  themselves  to  that  jurisdiction. 

In  Taylor  v.  Carryl,  20  How.  683,  601,  it  was  held  that 
where  a  vessel  had  been  seized  under  process  of  foreign  at- 
tachment issuing  from  a  state  court  in  Pennsylvania,  and  a 
motion  was  pending  in  that  court  for  an  order  of  sale,  process 
issued  under  a  libel  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  mariners'  wages  and  supplies,  could  not  divest  the 
authorities  of  the  State  of  their  authority  over  the  vessel ;  and 
of  the  two  sales  made,  one  by  the  sheriff  and  one  by  the  mar- 
shal, the  sale  by  the  sheriff  must  be  considered  as  conveying 
the  legal  title  to  the  property,  and  the  sale  by  the  marshal 
as  inoperative.  And  this  because  while  the  property  levied 
upon  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  one  jurisdiction,  it  should 
not  be  taken  by  an  officer  acting  under  another.  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Taney  and  three  of  his  associates  dissented  upon  the 
ground  that  the  question  was  not  one  '^  between  the  relative 
powers  of  a  State  and  the  United  States,  acting  through  their 
judicial  tribunals,  but  merely  upon  the  relative  powers  and 
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duties  of  a  coart  of  admiralty  and  a  oonrt  of  common  law  in 
.  the  case  of  an  admitted  maritime  lien."  The  Chief  Justice 
stated  that  the  following  propositions  w^re  undisputed :  ^^  The 
lien  of  seamen  for  their  wages  is  prior  and  paramount  to  all 
other  claims  on  the  vessel,  and  must  be  first  paid.  By  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  the  only  court 
that  has  jurisdiction  over  this  lien,  or  is  authorized  to  enforce 
it,  is  the  court  of  admiralty,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  that  court 
to  do  so.  The  seamen,  as  a  matter  of  right,  are  entitled  to 
the  process  of  the  court  to  enforce  payment  promptly,  in 
order  that  they  may  not  be  left  penniless,  and  without  the 
means  of  support  on  shore.  And  the  right  to  this  remedy  is 
as  well  and  firmly  established  as  the  right  to  the  paramount 
lien.  No  court  of  common  law  can  enforce  or  displace  this 
lien.  It  has  no  jurisdiction  over  it,  nor  any  right  to  obstruct 
or  interfere  with  the  lien,  or  the  remedy  which  is  given  to  the 
seaman.  A  general  creditor  of  the  ship  owner  has  no  lien  on 
the  vessel.  When  she  is  attached  (as  in  this  case)  by  process 
from  a  court  of  common  law,  nothing  is  taken,  or  can  be 
taken,  but  the  interest  of  the  owner  remaining  after  the 
maritime  liens  are  satisfied.  The  seizure  does  not  reach 
them.  The  thing  taken  is  not  the  whole  interest  in  the  ship. 
And  the  only  interest  which  this  process  can  seize  is  a  secon- 
dary sgid  subordinate  interest,  (Subject  to  the  superior  and 
paramount  claims  for  seaman's  wages ;  and  what  will  be  the 
amount  of  those  claims,  or  whether  anything  would  remain  to 
be  attached,  the  court  of  common  law  cannot  know  until  they 
are  heard  and  decided  upon  in  the  court  of  admiralty."  Mr. 
Justice  Campbell,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  majority, 
observed,  at  its  close,  that  the  view  taken  of  the  case  rendered 
it  unnecessary  "  to  consider  any  question  relative  to  the  respec- 
tive liens  of  the  attaching  creditors,  and  of  the  seamen  for 
wages,  or  as  to  the  effect  of  the  sale  of  the  property  as 
chargeable  or  as  perishable  upon  them ; "  and  he  cited  the 
case  of  The  Olwer  Jardofiy  2  Curtis,  414,  in  which  Mr.  Justice 
Curtis  held  that  property  in  the  custody  of  the  law  of  a  State, 
under  an  attachment,  cannot  be  arrested  by  a  warrant  from  a 
District  Courts  sitting  in  the  admiralty,  in  a  proceeding  to 
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enforce  the  lien  of  a  material-man,  but  declined  to  then  order 
the  *libel  to  be  dismissed  as  ^^  the  state  process  may  be  so 
terminated  as  to  render  it  practicable  to  proceed  in  the 
admiralty  against  the  vessel." 

As  already  pointed  out,  it  was  held  in  JBtick  v.  Colhath^ 
sufpra^  that  whenever  the  litigation  in  the  court  where  the 
property  is  first  seized  has  ended,  or  the  possession  of  such 
court  or  its  officers  is  discharged,  then  other  courts  are  at 
liberty  to  deal  with  it  according  to  the  rights  of  the  parties 
before  them,  ^  whether  those  rights  require  them  to  take 
possession  of  the  property  or  not.  This  view  is  illustrated  by 
many  decisions  in  the  District  Courts,  and  was  applied  by  Mr. 
Justice  Blatchford,  then  district  judge,  in  The  Sailor  Prince^ 
1  Ben.  234. 

That  was  a  case  of  a  libel  by  seamen  to  recover  wages 
against  a  ship  and  freight  money,  wherein  the  marshal  made 
return  to  the  process  that  he  had  not  attached  the  vessel,  *but 
had  attached  the  freight  money  in  the  hands  of  the  parties 
who  held  it.  Prior  to  the  service  of  process,  suit  had  been 
brought  in  the  state  court  against  the.  owners  of  the  vessel,  in 
which  warrants  of  attachment  had  been  issued,  under  which 
the  sheriff  had  seized  and  was  holding  her  when  the  marshal 
came  to  seize  her.  He  had  also  served  copies  of  the  warrants 
on  the  parties  who  held  the  freight  money,  with  notice  that 
he  attached  it  But  Judge  Blatchford  held  that  the  seamen 
had  a  paramount  lien  for  their  wages  upon  the  freight  money, 
and  that  such  lien  was  to  be  administered  by  the  court  of 
admiralty  by  the  service  of  its  process;  that  as  against  a  lien 
of  that  character,  the  principle  established  in  Taylor  v.  Carryl 
ought  not  to  be  extended ;  that  the  application  of  the  prin- 
ciple of  that  case  to  an.  attachment  issuing  from  a  state  court 
against  a  vessel  only  worked  delay  in  the  enforcement  of  a 
sailor's  lien  for  wages  upon  her,  but  that  the  application  of  it 
to  an  attachment  against  freight  money  would  work  the 
entire  destruction  of  the  lien;  that  the  possession  of  the 
freight  money  by  the  sheriff,  constructive  or  otherwise,  was 
not  such  as  the  possession  of  the  vessel  in  Taylor  v.  Carryl, 
or  such  as  prevented  the  marshal  from  levying  his  process 
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upon  it,  so  as  to  give  the  District  Court  jurisdiction  of  it  in 
rem.    The  learned  judge  considered  the  cases  of  Taylor  v. 
Carrylj  Freeman^.  Howe^  and  Buck  v.  GoUbath;  and  regarded 
the  principle  proceeded  on  in  Taylor  v.  Carryl^  at  best,  as  a 
rule  of  comity ;  a  relinquishment  by  a  court  of  admiralty  of 
its  clear  jurisdiction,  '^  in  favor  of  a  state  court,  which  cannot 
enforce  or  displace  such  lien,  and  has  no  jurisdiction  over  it, 
giving  to  the  state  court  the  right,  for  the  time  being,  to 
obstruct  and  interfere  with  the  lien  and  with  the  remedy  of 
the  seamen.    That  principle  or  rule  of  comity  is,  according  to 
Taylor  v.  Carryl^  to  be  sustained  in  regard  to  a  vessel  which 
has  been  seized  by  and  is  in  the  lawful  custody  of  the  sheriff 
under  process  from  the  state  court,  so  long  as  it  is  in  such 
custody,  the  Federal  court  being  at  liberty,  when  the  litiga- 
tion in  the  state  court  is  ended,  or  when  the  possession 
of  the  sheriff  is  discharged,  to  take  possession  of  the  vessel 
and  enforce  against  it  admiralty  liens.    .    .    .    Now,  this 
rule  of  comity,  thus  regarded  and  limited  and  administered, 
may,  perhaps,  in  ordinary  cases,  work  no  other  mischief  than 
to  cause  unnecessary  ahtl  harsh  delay  in  the  enforcement  of 
their  rights  by  a  class  of  men  whose  paramount  and  superior 
claims  are  recognized  in  the  codes  of  law  of  all  commercial 
countries.     The  state  court  can  seize  and  sell  only  the  interest 
of  the  owner  in  the  vessel  over  and  beyond  the  amount  of  the 
liens  of  the  seamen,  and  can  convey  no  absolute  right  of 
property  in  the  whole  vessel  to  a  purchaser.    Legally,  the 
lien  remains,  to  be  enforced  the  moment  the  hand  of  the  state 
officer  is  withdrawn  from  the  vessel.    And  the  vessel,  in 
theory  at  least,  remains  in  specie,  so  as  to  be  subject  to  process 
for  the  enforcement  of  such  lien."    But  that  learned  judge 
declined  to  extend  that  principle  so  far  as  to  permit  the  state 
court  to  appropriate  the  money  to  the  payment  of  inferior 
claims  of  creditors  who  had  attached  it  by  the  process  of  the 
state  court,  as  if  this  were  done,  "  the  lien  of  the  seamen  on 
such  money  for  their  wages  is  gone,  extinguished,  put  out 
of  existence,  in  the  face  of  an  admiralty  court,  by  the  act  of 
a  court  of  common  law.    The  court  of  admiralty^  is  to  abne- 
gate functions  which  are  conferred  upon  it  by  the  Constitu- 
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tion  and  laws,  and  to  refuse  to  enforce  a  clearly  admitted 
paramount  admiralty  lien,  which  no  other  court  can  enforce 
or  directly  destroy  or  supersede,  because  a  state  officer  has, 
under  process  from  a  state  court,  attached  a  sum  of  money 
which  is  the  subject  of  such  lien,  and  is  to  permit  the  state 
court  to  apply  that  money  to  the  payment  of  an  inferior 
claim  not  founded  on  a  hen,  and  thus  indirectly  destroy  the 
lien  practically  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes." 

A  similar  question  arose  in  Tlie  Caroline^  1  Lowell,  173, 
and  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  a  good  defence  to  a  petition 
that  freight  might  be  brought  into  the  admiralty  court  to 
answer  the  exigency  of  suits  for  mariners'  wages  and  mate- 
rials, and  that  the  consignee,  before  the  libels  were  filed,  was 
summoned  as  trustee  or  garnishee  of  the  ship  owner  in  a 
court  of  common  law;  that  the  courts  of  common  law  of 
Massachusetts  had  no  power  to  adjust  maritime  liens  upon 
a  fund  attached  under  the  foreign  attachment  law  of  that 
State,  and  the  consequence  of  giving  priority  to  such  an  at- 
tachment might  be  the  destruction  of  the  liens ;  that  a  court 
of  common  law  would  be  bound  to  guard  against  this  conse- 
quence by  discharging  the  supposed  trustee,  or  by  waiting  till 
the  liens  were  adjusted;  and  that  the  District  Court  might 
proceed  to  adjust  the  liens  and  might  order  the  freight  to  be 
brought  in  for  that  purpose ;  and  Lowell,  J.,  said :  *'  The  de- 
cision in  Taylor  v.  Carryl^  as  explained  in  Freeman  v.  Howe^ 
and  in  Btuik  v.  Colhaih^  does  not  operate  to  defeat  the  para- 
mount maritime  liens,  but  only  to  delay  their  enforcement, 
because  the  sheriff  can  sell  only  the  right  of  the  ship  owner, 
subject  to  those  liens;  the  practical  effect  of  which  I  find 
to  be  that  the  sheriff  usually  waives  his  possession  when  libels 
are  filed  for  maritime  liens,  because  bis  title  becomes  of  little 
or  no  market  value.  So  that  w^e  have  come  back  pretty 
much  to  the  practice  which  prevailed  before  the  leading  case 
was  decided."  The  views  of  Judge  Blatchford  in  respect 
of  the  attachment  of  credits,  and  thereby  the  destruction  of 
maritime  liens,  were  fully  concurred  in.  And  see  Clifton  v. 
Foster,  103  Mass.  233;  Eddy\.  O'Hara,  132  Mass.  56. 

In  The  E,  L.  Cain,  45  Fed.  Rep.  367,  370,  the  sheriff  had 


282  OCTOBER  TERM,  1893. 

Opinion  of  the  Court. 

attached  a  tug  and  turned  it  over  to  a  receiver  appointed  by 
the  state  court  After  that  the  marshal,  under  process  upon 
libels  filed  for  seamen's  wages  and  supplies,  seized  the  vessel, 
but  the  District  Court  held  that  the  tug,  ^'  having  been  taken 
possession  of  by  process  of  the  state  court,  and  by  that  court 
placed  in  the  custody  of  the  receiver,  it  could  not  be  held 
by  any  process  out  of  this  court  untU  discharged  by  order 
of  the  state  court.''  And  Simonton,  J.,  said :  ^'  So,  for  the 
present,  this  court  can  proceed  no  further.  But  the  liens  set 
up  in  this  court  are  maritime  liens,  which  cannot  be  adjudi- 
cated or  passed  upon  in  the  state  court.  Over  these  liens  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court  is  exclusive.  They  will  be  protected 
in  this  court."  The  cause  was  continued  until  the  state  court 
had  oi*dered  a  sale  or  in  any  other  mode  released  its  custody 
of  the  tug.  To  the  same  effect.  Brown,  J.,  in  The  James  Boy^ 
59  Fed.  Rep.  784. 

In  The  Elexena,  53  Fed.  Eep.  359,  §  2186  of  the  Code  of 
Virginia,  providing  that  the  sale  of  a  vessel  forfeited  by  pro- 
ceedings in  a  state  court  for  violating  the  oyster  laws  of  the 
State  '^  shall  vest  in  the  purchaser  a  clear  and  absolute  title," 
was  held  by  Hughes,  J.,  inoperative  to  divest  maritime  liens 
of  innocent  parties  attaching  before  the  arrest  of  the  vessel, 
and  that  the  vessel  might  be  subsequently  seized  in  the  hands 
of  the  purchaser  and  subjected  to  such  liens  by  proceedings 
in  the  admiralty  courts. 

A  maritime  lien  is  not  divested  by  a  forfeiture  for  a  breach 
of  municipal  law ;  St.  Jago  de  Cubd^  9  Wheat.  409 ;  nor  by 
a  sale  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice.  The  Chtuany 
2  Story,  455 ;  The  Bold  Bucdeugh,  3  W.  Rob.  220 ;  &  C.  7 
Moore  P.  C.  267.  It  is  jus  in  re;  and  "it  has  been  settled 
so  long,  that  we  know  not  its  beginning,  that  a  suit  in  the 
admiralty  to  enforce  and  execute  a  Uen,  is  not  an  action 
against  any  particular  person  to  compel  him  to  do  or  forbear 
anything ;  but  a  claim  against  all  mankind ;  a  suit  in  rem^ 
asserting  the  claim  of  the  libellant  to  the  thing,  as  against 
all  the  world."  The  Young  Mechanic,  2  Curtis,  404^  412. 
See  also  The  Rock  IsUmd  Bridge,  6  Wall.  213;  The  J.  K 
RurnheU,  148  U.  S.  1. 
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We  think  it  entirely  clear  that^  as  a  state  court  is  without 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  maritime  liens,  so  it  is  incapable  of 
displacing  them,  and,  therefore,  though  under  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Taylor  v.  Carryl^  the  possession  by  the  state  court 
of  property  subject  to  such  liens  will  not  be  disturbed,  yet 
that  court  can  only  deal  with  the  property  subject  thereto ; 
and  when  its  jurisdiction  has  determined  the  admiralty  courts 
may  proceed. 

But  upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  this  record,  was  the  District 
Court  required  to  stay  its  hand  until  the  termination  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  state  court?  It  is  admitted  that  the  re- 
ceiver never  took  actual  possession  of  the  vessels,  and  that 
he  did  not  qualify  until  after  the  marshal  had  taken  such 
possession  under  the  libels ;  but  it  is  said  that,  as  his  appoint- 
ment was  made  on  July  31,  before  the  libels  were  filed,  when 
his  bond  was  executed,  approved,  and  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  court  for  Albany  County,  his  title  to  the 
property  related  back  to  the  time  of  his  appointment,  and 
that  he  had  constructive  possession  as  of  that  date,  which  con- 
structive possession  overreached  the  possession  of  the  marshal. 

Certain  sections  of  the  New  York  statutes  (Rev.  Stats.  Part 
3,  c.  8,  §§  66,  67;  Code  Civ.  Proc.  1891,  App.  1167)  provide 
that  a  receiver  ^^  before  entering  on  the  duties  of  his  appoint- 
ment shall  give  such  security  to  the  people  of  the  State,  and 
in  such  penalty  as  the  court  shall  direct ; "  and  "  such  receiver 
shall  be  vested  with  all  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  such 
corporation  from  the  time  of  his  having  filed  the  security 
hereinbefore  required." 

The  contention  is  not  only  that  the  title  to  these  vessels 
vested  in  the  receiver  as  of  July  31,  and  that,  in  such  a  case 
as  this,  constructive  is  the  equivalent  of  actual  possession,  but 
that  although  the  receiver  did  not  qualify  until  after  the 
seizure  by  the  marshal,  he  thereupon  became  constructively 
possessed  of  the  vessels  as  of  July  31,  and  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  District  Court  was  thereby  ousted.  But  if  jurisdiction 
had  attached,  it  would  not  be  defeated  even  by  the  withdrawal 
of  the  property  for  the  purposes  of  the  state  court,  and,  more- 
over, the  doctrine  of  relation  has  no  application.    As  between 
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two  courts  of  concurrent  and  co5rdinate  jurisdiction,  having 
like  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  in  controversy,  the 
court  which  first  obtains  jurisdiction  is  entitled  to  retain  it 
without  interference,  and  cannot  be  deprived  of  its  right  to  do 
so  because  it  may  not  have  first  obtained  physical  possession 
of  the  property  in  dispute.  But  where  the  jurisdiction  is  not 
concurrent  and  the  subject-matter  in  litigation  in  the  one  is 
not  within  the  cognizance  of  the  other,  while  actual  or  even 
constructive  possession  may,  for  the  time  being,  and  in  order 
to  avoid  unseemly  collision,  prevent  the  one  from  disturbing 
such  possession,  yet  where  there  is  neither  actual  nor  construc- 
tive possession  there  is  no  obstacle  to  proceeding,  and  action 
thus  taken  cannot  be  invalidated  by  relation.  That  doc- 
trine is  resorted  to  only  for  the  advancement  of  justice,  and, 
under  these  state  statutes,  is  adopted  to  defeat  fraudulent,  un- 
warranted and  unjust  dispositions  of  the  debtor's  property,  and 
to  accomplish  just  and  equitable  ends.  Herring  v.  if.  JT., 
Lake  Erie  dso.  RaUroad,  105  N.  T.  340,  377. 

At  the  time  these  libels  were  filed  and  the  marshal  seized 
the  property,  it  had  not  been  developed  whether  or  when 
the  receiver  would  or  might  give  the  security  required  and 
enter  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  and  be  had  neither 
actual  nor  constructive  possession. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  over  the  subject-matter 
of  the  winding  up  of  the  corporation  and  the  distribution  of 
its  assets  did  not  embrace  the  disposition  of  the  claims  of  the 
libellants  upon  these  vessels,  nor  were  they  as  holders  of  mari- 
time liens  represented  by  the  attorney  general  when  he  as- 
sented to  the  order  of  July  31,  as  mere  creditors  of  that 
Schuyler  Company  were.  The  adjudication  by  that  order 
may  have  so  operated  on  the  title  in  respect  of  the  parties  to 
that  suit  as  to  place  the  property  constructively  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  law  as  of  that  date,  but  not  as  to  all  persons  and 
for  all  purposes.  Under  the  circumstances  we  are  unable  to 
accept  the  conclusion  that  simply  by  the  institution  of  the  wind- 
ing up  proceeding,  property,  subject  to  liens  over  which  that 
court  could  not  exercise  jurisdiction  in  invUum^  was  placed  in 
such  a  situation  in  respect  of  liability  to  being  ultimately 
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brought  within  the  custody  of  the  court  that  the  District  Court 
could  not  obtain  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining.and 
enforcing  those  liens  in  respect  of  which  its  jurisdiction  was 
excltisive.  It  appears  to  us  that  the  District  Court  violated 
no  rule  of  comity  nor  any  other  rule  in  entertaining  the 
libels. 

The  title  and  the  right  of  possession  as  between  the  receiver 
and  the  creditors  of  the  Schuyler  Company  may  have  vested 
as  of  July  31,  but  this  could  not  operate  to  divest  a  jurisdic- 
tion, not  concurrent,  to  the  exercise  of  which  no  actual  impedi- 
ment existed  at  the  time  it  was  invoked.  As  has  been  seen, 
maritime  liens  are  incumbrances  placed  on  vessels  by  operation 
of  law,  and  neither  the  death  nor  the  insolvency  of  the  owner 
can  divest  or  extinguish  them  or  transfer  jurisdiction  over 
them  to  courts  for  the  settlement  of  the  estates  of  decedents 
or  insolvents,  although  for  the  purposes  merely  of  such  settle- 
ment these  are  the  appropriate  tribunals.  In  the  orderly 
administration  of  justice  the  representatives  of  such  estates 
should  apply  to  the  court  which  alone  has  cognizance  to 
ascertain  and  enforce  these  exceptional  interests  in  the  thing 
itself,  which  accompany  it  wherever  it  goes  and  into  whoseso- 
ever hands  it  comes,  and  which  cannot  be  displaced  by  the 
action  of  other  courts  in  invitum. 

The  receiver  accordingly  properly  applied  to  the  state  court 
for  leave  to  contest  the  libels  or  to  take  such  other  proceed- 
ings therein  as  might  be  advisable,  and  was  dul^:  authorized 
so  to  do.  Thereupon  he  made  a  motion  in  the  District  Court 
for  an  order  directing  the  marshal  to  withdraw  from  the  cus- 
tody of  the  steamboats  held  under  the  admiralty  process, 
which  motion  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  question 
should  be  raised  by  answer  to  the  libels.  The  receiver  then 
appeared  in  one  action  against  each  vessel  and  filed  his 
answer  contesting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  court. 
If  the  decision  of  that  court  had  been  adverse,  he  could  have 
tested  its  correctness  on  appeal,  but  he  seems  to  have  been 
unwilling  to  abide  the  result,  and  to  have  entertained  the 
view  that  while  the  proceedings  in  the  District  Court,  to 
which  he  had  become  a  party,  were  pending,  he  could  go  into 
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the  state  coart  and  ask  it  to  determine  the  question  of  jans- 
dictipn  by  anticipation  and  by  injunction  prevent  its  decision 
by  the  tribunal  to  which  it  had  authorized  him  to  resort 
Not  only  so,  but  he  made  an  application  to  this  court  to  pro- 
hibit the  District  Court  from  exercising  jurisdiction.  This 
was  denied  because  the  question  involved  was  in  due  coarse 
of  decision  below,  and  the  receiver  thereafter  obtained  the 
injunction  under  consideration.  Apart  from  the  legal  effect 
of  this  submission  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court,  we 
cannot  say  that  we  are  favorably  impressed  with  this  course 
of  proceeding,  and  the  less  so  since  in  the  original  application 
to  the  state  court  on  July  31  it  was  averred  that  there  was 
serious  danger  of  the  vessels  ^'  being  libelled  in  the  admiralty 
courts  of  the  United  States  for  such  claims  as  constituted  mari- 
time liens,  including  the  claims  for  services  and  supplies  ren- 
dered to  said  vessels." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  state  court  had  no  jurisdiction 
in  personam  over  the  libellants  as  holders  of  maritime  liens 
when  the  libels  were  filed ;  that  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
was,  as  the  case  stood,  one  for  the  District  Court  to  decide  in 
the  first  instance;  that  the  District  Court  had  jurisdiction; 
and  that  the  judgment  under  review  was  in  effect  an  unlawful 
interference  with  proceedings  in  that  court. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  for  fur- 
ther proceedings  not  inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Brewer,  with  whom  concurred  Mb.  Justicb 
White,  dissenting. 

While  I  agree  with  nearly  all  that  is  said  in  the  opinion, 
I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  conclusions  finally  reached  and 
the  judgment  ordered.  I  agree  that  "  it  is  a  rule  of  general 
application  that  where  property  is  in  the  actual  possession 
of  one  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  such  possession  cannot 
be  disturbed  by  process  out  of  another  court;'*  and  I  may 
say  that  I  agree  further  that  when  a  court  has  possession 
of  property  it  may  restrain  the  bringing  of  any  suit  in  any 
other  court  to  disturb  that  possession,  and  that  an  order  for 
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such  restraint  operates  upon  all  persons  within  its  jurisdiction, 
and  can  be  enforced,  if  need  be,  by  proceedings  as  for  a  con- 
tempt ;  but  I  disagree  with  my  brethren  as  to  the  matter  of 
possession.  In  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  possession  of  the 
officer  is  deemed  the  important  matter.  I  submit  that  that 
is  significant  only  as  it  bears  upon  the  question  of  possession 
by  the  court.  Ko  one  would  pretend  that  the  act  of  a  mar- 
shal or  a  sheriff  in  taking  possession  of  property  would  have 
any  significance  unless  it  were  in  the  execution  of  some  order 
of  the  court  If  the  proceeding  is  of  itself  such  as  to  put  the 
property  into  the  possession  of  the  court,  that  is  enough,  and 
there  is  no  need  of  inquiry  as  to  whether  the  ofiicer  of  the 
court  has  in  fact  placed  his  hand  upon  it.  Now,  the  statu- 
tory proceeding  instituted  by  this  insolvent  corporation  —  a 
creature  of  the  State  of  New  York  —  involved  a  surrender 
of  its  property  to  the  possession  of  the  court.  Such  is  the 
construction  placed  by  its  highest  court  upon  the  statutes 
of  New  York ;  and  that  construction,  it  seems  to  me,  is  bind- 
ing upon  this  court.  It  is  only  in  harmony  with  views  that 
have  been  expressed  by  judges  of  the  Federal  courts.  The 
bankrupt  act  of  Congress  authorized  voluntary  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy,  as  do  the  statutes  of  New  York  authorize  volun- 
tary proceedings  on  the  part  of  its  corporations  in  insolvency. 
In  In  re  Vogely  7  Blatch.  18,  20,  a  question  was  presented  as 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  bankruptcy  court  as  against  that 
of  a  state  court,  whose  officers  in  obedience  to  a  writ  of 
replevin  had  taken  manual  possession  of  the  property  before 
any  officer  of  the  former  court  had  touched  it,  and  the  court 
held  that  from  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  bank- 
ruptcy the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  over  the  property  attached. 
I  quote  the  language  of  District  Judge  Blatchford,  whose 
opinion  was  sustained  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson  : 

"It  is  manifest,  from  these  provisions,  that  when  a  volun- 
tary petitioner  in  bankruptcy  files  his  petition  in  due  form, 
he  becomes,  eo  instanti^  a  bankrupt,  so  fe,r  as  any  interference 
with  the  property  named  in  his  inventory  is  concerned,  and 
that  such  property  is  thereby  brought  into  the  bankruptcy 
court,  and  placed  in  its  custody  and  under  its  protection,  as 
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fully  as  if  actually  brought  into  the  visible  presence  of  the 
court.  Being  in  the  custody  of  the  bankruptcy  court,  no 
other  court,  and  no  person  acting  under  any  process  from  any 
other  court,  can,  without  the  permission  of  the  bankruptcy 
court,  interfere  with  it;  and,  to  so  interfere,  is  a  contempt 
of  the  bankruptcy  court." 

Believing  that  the  rule  thus  stated  is  the  one  to  be  applied 
in  this  case,  I  hold  that,  when  the  petition  in  insolvency  was 
filed,  the  corporation,  the  owner  and  possessor  of  the  property, 
surrendered  it  to  the  state  court,  and  by  no  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings in  any  other  court  could  that  possession  be  disturbed. 

I  cannot  agree  that  the  respective  jurisdiction  of  state  and 
Federal  courts  is  to  be  determined  by  a  scramble  between 
sheriff  and  marshal  for  possession. 

For  these  reasons,  while  I  concur  in  most  of  the  reasoning 
of  the  opinion,  I  am  constrained  to  dissent  from  the  judgment 

I  am  authorized  to  say  that  Mr.  Justich  Whitb  concurs 
in  the  foregoing  views. 


BARDEN  V.  NORTHERN  PACIFIC  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 

ERROR  TO    THE  OIRCUIT  COURT    OF    THE  UNITED    STATES   FOR    THE 
DISTRICT   OF  MONTANA. 

No.  612.    Argued  April  11, 18M.  —  Decided  May  M,  18M. 

By  the  grant  of  public  land  made  to  the  Northern  Paclflc  Railroad  Company 
by  the  act  of  July  2,  1864,  c.  217,  13  Stat.  365,  all  mineral  lands  other 
than  Iron  or  coal  are  excluded  from  Its  operation,  whether  known  or 
unknown;  and  all  such  mineral  lands,  not  otherwise  specially  proTided 
in  the  act  making  the  grant,  are  reserved  exclusively  to  the  United  States, 
the  company  having  the  right  to  select  unoccupied  and  unappropriated 
agricultural  lands  in  odd  sections,  nearest  to  the  line  of  the  road.  In  lien 
tliereof. 

Deffeback  v.  ffawke,  116  U.  S.  392,  and  Davis  y.  Weibbold,  189  U.  S^7, 
explained  and  distinguished. 

This  was  an  action  for  the  possession  of  certain  parcels  of 
land  containing  vein3  or  lodes  of  rock  in  place  bearing  gold, 
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silver  and  other  precious  metals,  situated  within  section  27 
of  township  10  north,  range  4  west  of  the  principal  meridian 
of  Montana,  claimed  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Com- 
pany —  the  plaintiff  below,  the  defendant  in  error  here  —  as 
parts  of  the  land  granted  to  it  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  July 
2,  1864,  c.  217,  13  Stat.  365,  entitled  "-^^  act  granting  lands 
to  aid  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad  and  telegraph  line 
from  Lake  Superior  to  Puget  Sound  on  the  Pacific  coast,  by 
the  northern  route,"  and  the  acts  and  resolutions  supplemen- 
tary and  amendatory  thereof. 

By  its  first  section  the  plaintiff  was  incorporated  and  author- 
ized to  construct  and  maintain  a  continuous  railroad  and  tel- 
egraph line  with  the  appurtenances,  from  a  point  on  Lake 
Superior  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  or  Wisconsin  and  thence 
westerly  by  the  most  eligible  route  as  should  be  determined 
by  the  company,  within  the  territory  of  the  United  States, 
on  a  line  north  of  the  forty-fifth  degree  of  latitude,  to  some 
point  on  Puget  Sound,  with  a  branch  by  the  valley  of  the 
Columbia  River  to  a  point  at  or  near  Portland  in  the  State 
of  Oregon.  The  company  was  invested  with  all  the  powers, 
privileges,  and  immunities  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the 
purposes  of  the  act 

By  the  third  section  a  grant  of  land,  other  than  mineral, 
was  made  to  the  company  in  words  of  present  conveyance  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  the  railroad  and  telegraph  line  and 
for  other  purposes.  Its  language  is:  '^That  there  be,  and 
hereby  is,  granted  to  the  *  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Com- 
pany,' its  successors  and  assigns,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in 
the  construction  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line  to  the 
Pacific  coast,  and  to  secure  the  safe  and  speedy  transporta- 
tion of  the  mails,  troops,  munitions  of  war,  and  public  stores 
over  the  route  of  said  line  of  railway  every  aUemats  section  of 
pvllie  la/nd^  not  mineral^  designated  by  odd  numbers,  to  the 
amount  of  twenty  alternate  sections  per  mile  oq  each  side  of 
said  railroad  line,  as  said  company  may  adopt,  through  the 
Territories  of  the  United  States,  and  ten  alternate  sections  of 
land  per  mile  on  each  side  of  said  railroad  whenever  it  passes 
through  any  State,  and  whenever  oa  the  line  thereof  the 
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United  States  have  full  title,  not  reserved,  sold,  granted,  or 
otherwise  appropriated,  and  free  from  preemption  or  other 
claims  or  rights  at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely 
fixed,  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in  the  office  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  whenever  prior  to  said 
time  any  of  said  sections  or  parts  of  sections  shall  have  heen 
granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied  by  homestead  settlers,  or  pre- 
empted, or  otherwise  disposed  of,  other  lands  shall  be  selected  by 
said  company  in  lieu  thereof,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  in  alternate  sections  and  designated  by  odd 
numbers,  not  more  than  ten  miles  beyond  the  limits  of  said 
alternate  sections."  The  grant  thus  made  is  accompanied 
with  certain  conditions  or  provisos  —  these  among  others: 
"  That  aU  mineral  lands  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  ex- 
cluded from  the  operations  of  this  act,  and  in  lieu  thereof  a 
like  quantity  of  unoccupied  and  unappropriated  agricultural 
lands,  in  odd-numbered  sections,  nearest  to  the  line  of  said 
road,  may  be  selected,  as  above  provided;  and  provided 
further,  that  the  word  ^  mineral '  when  it  occurs  in  this  act 
shall  not  be  held  to  include  iron  or  coal." 

By  the  fourth  section  it  was  enacted :  "  That  whenever  said 
Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  shall  have  twenty-five 
consecutive  miles  of  any  portion  of  said  railroad  and  tele- 
graph line  ready  for  the  service  contemplated,  the  President 
of  the  United  States  shall  appoint  three  commissioners  to 
examine  the  same,  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  twenty-five 
consecutive  miles  of  said  road  and  telegraph  line  have  been 
completed  in  a  good,  substantial,  and  workmanlike  manner, 
as  in  all  other  respects  required  by  this  act,  the  commissioners 
shall  so  report  to  the  President  of  the  United  States;  and 
patents  of  lands,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  issued  to  said  company, 
confirming  to  said  company  the  right  and  title  to  said  lands» 
situated  opposite  to  and  coterminous  with  said  completed  sec- 
tion of  said  road ;  and  from  time  to  time,  whenever  twenty- 
five  additional  consecutive  miles  shall  have  been  constructed, 
completed,  and  in  readiness  as  aforesaid,  and  verified  by  said 
commissioners  to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  then 
patents  shall  be  issued  to  said  company  conveying  the  addi- 
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tional  sections  of  land  as  aforess^id;  and  so  on  as  fast  as 
every  twenty-five  miles  of  said  road  is  completed  as  afore- 
said." 

By  the  sixth  section  it  was  enacted :  ^'  That  the  President 
of  the  United  States  shall  cause  the  lands  to  be  smreyed  for 
forty  miles  in  width  on  both  sides  of  the  entire  line  of  said 
road,  after  the  general  route  shall  be  fixed,  and  as  fast  as 
may  be  required  by  the  construction  of  said  railroad;  and 
the  odd  sections  of  land  hereby  granted  shall  not  be  liable  to 
sale  or  entry  or  preemption  before  or  after  they  are  surveyed, 
except  by  said  company,  as  provided  in  this  act;  but  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  September,  eighteen  hundred  and  forty- 
one,  granting  preemption  rights,  and  the  acts  amendatory 
thereof,  and  of  the  act  entitled  ^  An  act  to  secure  homesteads 
to  actual  settlers  on  the  public  domain,'  approved  May  twenty, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty-two,  shall  be,  and  the  same  are 
hereby,  extended  to  all  other  lands  on  the  line  of  said  road, 
when  surveyed,  excepting  those  hereby  granted  to  said  com- 
pany ;  and  the  reserved  alternate  sections  shall  not  be  sold  by 
the  government  at  a  price  less  than  two  dollars  and  fifty  cents 
per  acre,  when  offered  for  sale." 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  general  route  of  the  railroad 
extending  through  Montana  was  fixed  February '21,  1872,  and 
the  lands  in  controversy  were  within  forty  miles  of  such  gen- 
eral route,  and  were  public  lands  not  reserved,  sold,  granted, 
or  otherwise  appropriated,  and  were  free  from-  preemption  or 
other  claims  or  rights;  that  thereafter,  July  6,  1882,  the  line 
of  the  road  extending  opposite  and  past  the  described  lands, 
was  definitely  fixed,  and  a  plat  thereof  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office,  and  that  the  de- 
manded parcels  were  within  forty  miles  of  the  line  thus  definitely 
fixed ;  that  thereafter  the  plaintiff  constructed  and  completed 
that  portion  of  its  railroad  and  telegraph  line  extending  over  and 
along  the  line  of  definite  location ;  that  thereafter  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  appointed  three  commissioners  to 
examine  the  same,  and  they  reported  to  him  that  that  portion 
of  the  railroad  and  telegraph  line  had  been  completed  in  a 
good,  substantial,  and  workmanlike  manner,  in  all  respects,  as 
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required  by  the  act  of  July  2, 1864,  and  the  act  supplementary 
thereto  and  amendatory  thereof ;  that  the  President  accepted 
the  line  as  thus  constructed  and  completed ;  that  at  the  time 
of  filing  the  plat  of  definite  location  in  the  ofiice  of  the  Com- 
missioner of  the  General  Land  OfSce,  nainely,  July  6,  1882, 
the  described  land  was  not  known  mineral  land,  and  was  more 
valuable  for  grazing  than  for  mining  purposes;  that  in  1868 
all  the  lands  in  township  10  north,  of  range  4  west,  were  duly 
surveyed,  and  the  township  plat  was,  September  9,  1868,  filed 
in  the  United  States  district  land  ofiice  for  the  district  of 
Helena,  Montana,  that  being  the  district  in  which  said  town- 
ship is  situated,  and  by  that  survey  the  land  of  the  township 
was  ascertained  and  determined  to  be  agricultural  and  not 
mineral,  and  that  said  determination  and  report  have  con- 
tinually remained  in  force ;  that  after  the  completion  of  the 
railroad  the  plaintiff  listed  the  section,  including  the  lands 
described,  and  other  lands,  as  portions  of  the  grants  and  on 
November  8,  1868,  filed  the  list  in  the  district  land  office  at 
Helena,  and  paid  the  fees  allowed  by  law ;  that  the  list  was 
accepted  and  approved  by  the  receiver  and  register  and  certi- 
fied to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office,  and  has 
since  remained  in  the  same  district  land  office  and  in  the  office 
of  the  Commissioner ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  acceptance,  ap- 
proval, and  allowance  of  the  list,  and  at  all  times  prior  thereto, 
no  part  of  the  land  was  hnovm  mineral  land,  or  was  of  greater 
value  for  mining  purposes  than  for  grazing,  agricultural,  or 
town-site  purposes ;  that  during  the  year  1888  certain  veins 
or  lodes  of  rock  in  place  bearing  gold  and  silver  and  other 
precious  metals  were  discovered  on  said  described  land ;  and 
thereafter  William  B.  Wells,  William  Muth,  Harpin  Davies, 
and  Richard  P.  Barden,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  without 
the  consent  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  entered  upon 
said  land  and  made  locations  of  said  veins  and  lodes  upon  cer- 
tain lots  thereof,  as  follows,  to  Avit:  the  Yanderbilt  quartz 
lode  mining  claim  on  lot  68,  August  10,  1888 ;  the  Four  Jacks 
and  the  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River  quartz  lode 
mining  claims  on  lots  72,  74,  and  75,  respectively.  May  9, 1889 ; 
and  the  Chauncey  M.  Depew  quartz  lode  mining  claim  on  lot 
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73  —  all  of  said  lots  being  within  section  27,  township  10 
north,  range  4  west ;  that  the  defendants  are  in  possession  of 
said  lots,  claiming  under  said  locations,  through  mesne  con- 
veyances from  the  locators,  and  have  been  and  are  extracting 
ore  therefrom ;  and  that  the  same  are  mineral  lands. 

And  the  complaint  further  alleges  that  the  United  States 
have  failed,  neglected,  and  refused  to  issue  to  the  plaintiff  a 
patent  for  said  land,  though  all  acts  required  by  law  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  a  patent  have  been  fully  performed ;  that  the 
title  to  the  premises  hjfi  vested  in  the  plaintiff  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  acts  of  Congress  and  its  compliance  therewith ; 
that  the  lots  designated  are  of  the  value  of  over  $6000,  and 
that  the  value  of  the  ore  wrongfully  extracted  and  taken  from 
them  by  the  defendants  is  over  $100. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  judgment  against  defendants 
for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  said  lots,  for  the  value 
of  the  ore  so  extracted,  and  for  costs. 

To  this  complaint  the  defendants  demurred  on  the  ground 
that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  prayed.  The  de- 
murrer was  argued  before  the  Circuit  Judge  and  the  District 
Judge  holding  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Ninth  Circuit,  at 
Helena,  in  the  State  of  Montana,  and  they  differed  in  opinion 
upon  the  demurrer,  the  Circuit  Judge  holding  that  it  was 
insufficient  and  should  be  overruled,  and  the  District  Judge 
dissenting  therefrom.  Judgment  was  accordingly  entered, 
overruling  the  demurrer,  and  the  defendants  were  allowed 
ten  days  within  which  to  answer  the  complaint.  But  they 
came  into  court  and  stated  that  they  would  abide  by  their 
demurrer,  and  declined  to  file  an  answer;  whereupon  their 
default  was  entered,  and  on  application  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorneys  it  was  ordered  that  judgment  be  entered  against 
them  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  lots  designated, 
the  value  of  the  ore  taken  therefrom,  and  costs  of  suit,  which 
was  accordingly  done.  To  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  over- 
ruling the  demurrer  exception  was  taken  by  the  defendants ; 
and  to  reverse  the  judgment  they  brought  the  case  to  this 
court  on  writ  of  error. 
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Mr,  Solicitor  General^  with  whom  was  Mr,  W.  W.  Dixon^ 
for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

I.  This  is  an  action  in  ejectment  in  which  the  plaintiff  must 
recover,  if  at  all,  on  the  strength  of  its  own  title.  The  com- 
plaint admits  that  the  lands  sued  for  are  "mineral  lands." 
The  plaintiff  must,  therefore,  show  title  to  mineral  lands. 
But  its  grant,  instead  of  being  for  mineral  lands,  is  of  "  every 
alternate  section  of  public  land  not  rnvneroL^'*  etc.,  with  the 
proviso  "  that  all  mineral  lands  be,  an^  the  same  are  hereby, 
excluded  from  the  operation  of  this  act,"  and  with  the  further 
proviso,  in  the  joint  resolution  of  January  30, 1865,  (13  StaL 
567,)  "  that  no  act  passed  at  the  first  session  of  the  Thirty- 
eighth  Congress  granting  lands  to  States  or  corporations  to 
aid  in  the  construction  of  roads  or  for  other  purposes  .  .  . 
shall  be  so  construed  as  to  embrace  mineral  lands,  which,  in 
all  cases,  shall  be  and  are  reserved  exclusively  to  the  United 
States,  unless  otherwise  specially  provided  in  the  act  or  acts 
making  the  grant." 

Upon  this  simple  statement  of  the  case  it  would  seem  that 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  because  it  does  not  deraign  title 
to  mineral  lands. 

II.  But  the  complaint  contains  the  further  averment  that 
the  lands  were  not  known  to  be  mineral  until  after  the  filing 
of  the  map  of  definite  location.  The  lands  were  the  same 
then  that  they  are  now,  and  were,  therefore,  in  fact  mineral 
at  that  time.  The  further  allegation  that  they  were  then 
more  valuable  for  grazing  than  for  mining  must  be  construed 
to  mean  that  thej^  were  then,  so  far  as  was  known,  more  val- 
uable for  grazing  than  for  mining.  So  that  the  plaintiff's 
claim  reduces  itself  to  this  :  that  its  grant  must  be  construed 
as  conveying  to  it  all  lands  not  known  to  be  mineral  at  the 
time  of  filing  its  map  of  definite  location. 

Is  it  permissible  to  so  construe  the  act  of  Congress  %  I  sub- 
mit not,  (1)  because  that  would  be  to  interpolate  a  term  not 
found  in  the  act,  and  to  violate  the  rule  which  forbids  the 
enlargement  of  public  grants  by  implication ;  (2)  because  the 
circumstances  attending  the  grant  are  inconsistent  with  such 
a  construction. 
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At  the  time  of  the  grant  little  was  known  of  the  country 
through  which  the  road  was  to  pass.  The  situation  is  thus 
disclosed  in  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Judge  Knowles:  "On 
July  2,  1864,  comparatively  little  was  known  of  the  great 
mineral  resources  of  this  section.  There  were  but  two  mining 
camps  of  any  importance  in  Montana  at  that  time,  and  one  of 
these  was  south  of  the  40-mile  limit  of  that  road.  The  great 
quartz  mining  interests  of  Montana  were  then  almost,  if  not 
entirely,  unprospected.  In  northern  Idaho  no  mineral  devel- 
opments had  been  made  worthy  of  mention ;  nothing  was 
known  of  its  great  mineral  resources.  It  may  be  said  that 
the  only  mines  then  sought  for  were  placers.  But  few  miners 
in  this  section  knew  anything  of  silver  or  copper  mining,  and 
none  had  any  knowledge  of  the  extent  of  these  mines  along 
the  route  of  the  plaintiflPs  road. 

"  Silver  mining  had  not  existed  in  the  United  States  for 
more  than  five  years  previous  to  1864,  and  gold  quartz  mining 
in  the  western  States  and  Territories  not  more  than  ten  years. 
Copper  mining  was  only  known  on  the  shores  of  Lake 
Superior,  in  Michigan.  None  of  this  country  had  been 
surveyed.  Plaintiff  did  not  know  just  what  route  would  be 
selected  for  its  road.  It  had  not  been  surveyed  even  in  a 
preliminary  way.  Large  portions  of  the  country  had  never 
been  explored,  except  by  wandering  bands  of  trappers.  Gold 
mining,  confined  to  placers,  had  existed  in  Montana  for  only 
two  years." 

Congress  could  not  therefore  have  meant  to  reserve  simply 
lands  not  known  to  be  mineral  at  the  time  of  the  act,  for 
practically  nothing  was  known,  and  such  a  reservation  would 
have  been  of  no  avail.  Nor  could  Congress  have  meant  to 
reserve  only  lands  not  known  to  be  mineral  at  the  time  of  the 
filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location,  for  the  railroad  company 
was  at  liberty  to  file  its  map  of  definite  location  whenever  it 
saw  fit,  and  when  the  knowledge  of  the  country  might  be  no 
greater  than  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act.  I  submit, 
then,  that  the  grant  must  be  construed  to  mean  just  what  it 
says,  and  as  excluding  from  its  operation  not  merely  lands 
known  to  be  mineral,  but  all  lands  in  fact  mineral. 
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Ko  question  is  raised  at  bar  as  to  the  character  or  amount 
of  precious  metals  necessary  to  make  land  mineral,  for  the 
allegation  is  that  these  lands  are  ^'mineral  lands" — in  other 
words,  that  the  conditions  exist,  whatever  they  may  be,  which 
are  necessary  to  bring  the  land  within  the  description  of 
mineral  lands.  Nor  is  it  material  that  the  grant  is  one  in 
proBsentij  which  attaches  at  the  time  of  filing  the  map  of 
definite  location,  for  the  exception  is  also  in  prcBsentij  and  no 
matter  when  the  grant  attaches,  it  cannot  attach  to  mineral 
lands,  for  they  are  not  granted,  but  reserved. 

III.  But  it  is  said  that  this  construction,  which  excludes 
lands  in  fact  mineral  from  the  operation  of  the  grant,  works  a 
hardship  because  it  leaves  the  title  of  the  company  forever 
uncertain  in  all  its  lands  and  liable  to  be  defeated  at  any  time 
by  the  discovery  of  minerals,  and  it  is  upon  this  ground  that 
the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Judge  proceeds.  The  objection 
would  be  serious  if  it  were  well  founded.  But  what  is  the 
fact? 

The  act  itself  provides  for  the  issuing  of  patents  to  the  rail- 
road company,  and  contemplates  therefore  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  prior  to  such  issue,  shall  determine  whether 
the  lands  sought  to  be  patented  come  within  the  terms  of  the 
grant ;  in  other  words,  whether  they  are  in  odd  sections,  un- 
appropriated, not  mineral,  etc. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  no 
authority  to  patent  mineral  lands,  and  that  a  patent  for  lands, 
in  fact  mineral,  would  afford  no  protection  to  the  railroad 
company  in  the  event  of  the  future  discovery  of  precious 
metals  therein.  This  is  a  mistake.  After  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  has  decided  that  any  particular  lands  are  not 
mineral,  and  has  issued  a  patent  therefor,  the  title  is  not  liable 
to  be  defeated  by  the  subsequent  discovery  of  minerals.  The 
authorities  upon  this  point  are  cited  in  Mr.  Shields's  original 
brief. 

The  point  is  also  covered  by  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Weibbold, 
139  U.  S.  507,  where  a  patent  was  issued  for  a  town  site,  and 
minerals  were  subsequently  discovered  in  the  lands  patented. 
But  it  was  held  that  the  title  was  not  affected  by  such  dis- 
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covery,  and  that  the  provision  of  the  town-site  act,  Rev.  Stat. 
§  2392,  that  "  no  title  shall  be  acquired  to  any  mine  of  gold, 
silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper,"  does  not  apply  where  the  mines 
were  discovered  after  a  patent  has  been  issued. 

Mr.  Justice  Field,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  quotes 
with  approval,  at  page  521,  the  following  language  of  Judge 
Sawyer  in  CoweU  v.  LamraerSy  10  Sawyer,  246,  257 :  "  There 
must  be  some  point  of  time,  when  the  character  of  the  land 
must  be  finally  determined,  and,  for  the  interest  of  all  con- 
cerned, there  can  be  no  better  point  to  determine  this  ques- 
tion than  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  patent." 

And  again,  at  page  523,  he  quotes  with  approval  the  fol- 
lowing language  of  Mr.  Justice  Lamar,  while  Secretary  of  the 
Interior :  "  The  issue  of  said  patent  was  a  determination  by 
the  proper  tribunal  that  the  lands  covered  by  the  patent  were 
granted  to  said  company,  and  hence,  under  the  proviso  of 
said  act,  were  not  mineral  at  the  date  of  the  issuance  of  said 
patent."  And  again,  page  524 :  "  The  grant  or  patent,  when 
issued,  would  thus  be  held  to  carry  with  it  the  determination 
of  the  proper  authorities  that  the  land  patented  was  not  sub- 
ject to  the  exception  stated." 

In  Moore  v.  Smaw^  17  California,  199,  it  was  decided,  in  the 
first  opinion  delivered  bj'^  Mr.  Justice  Field  as  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  California,  that  the  patent  of  the 
United  States  passes  title  to  minerals. 

Of  course,  if  the  railroad  company  knows  at  the  time  of 
receiving  a  patent  that  the  lands  covered  by  it  are  mineral, 
a  case  of  fraud  is  presented  which  entitles  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  have  the  patent  cancelled,  as  was  done  in 
Morion  v.  Nebraska,  21  Wall.  660,  and  in  The  Western  Pacific 
Railroad  Go.  v.  United  States,  108  U.  S.  510.  But,  barring 
cases  of  fraud,  the  issuing  of  a  patent  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  the  railroad  company  gives  it  an  absolute  title, 
not  liable  to  be  defeated  by  the  subsequent  discovery  of 
minerals. 

Here,  then,  is  a  method  of  adjusting  the  company's  grant 
according  to  the  procedure  contemplated  by  the  act  itself, 
which  protects  fully  the  interests  of  both  the  government 
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and  the  railroad,  and  which  is  in  accordance  with  the  practice 
which  has  always  prevailed  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
In  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  Valentine^  11  Land 
Dec.  238,  246,  Secretary  Noble,  speaking  of  that  practice, 
said :  "  The  very  fact,  if  it  be  true,  that  the  office  of  the 
patent  is  to  define  and  identify  the  land  granted,  and  to  evi- 
dence the  title  which  vested  by  the  act,  necessarily  implies 
that  there  exists  jurisdiction  in  some  tribunal  to  ascertain  and 
determine  what  lands  were  subject  to  the  grant  and  capable 
of  passing  thereunder.  Now  this  jurisdiction  is  in  the  Land 
Department,  and  it  continues,  as  we  have  seen,  until  the  lands 
have  been  either  patented  or  certified  to,  or  for  the  use  of, 
the  railroad  company. 

"  By  reason  of  this  jurisdiction  it  has  been  the  practice  of 
that  department,  for  many  years  past,  to  refuse  to  issue  patents 
to  railroad  companies  for  lands  found  to  be  mineral  in  char- 
acter at  any  time  before  the  date  of  patent.  Moreover,  I  am 
informed  by  the  officers  in  charge  of  the  mineral  division  of 
the  land  department  that  ever  since  the  year  1867  (the  date 
when  that  division  was  organized)  it  has  been  the  uniform 
practice  to  allow  and  maintain  mineral  locations  within  the 
geographical  limits  of  railroad  grants,  based  upon  discoveries 
made  at  any  time  before  patent,  or  certification,  where  patent 
is  not  required.  This  practice  having  been  uniformly  followed 
and  .generally  accepted  for  so  long  a  time,  there  should  be,  in 
my  judgment,  the  clearest  evidence  of  error,  as  well  as  the 
strongest  reasons  of  policy  and  justice  controlling,  before  a 
departure  from  it  should  be  sanctioned.  It  has,  in  effect,  be- 
come a  rule  of  property." 

IV.  What  plan  of  adjustment  does  the  plaintiff  propose  Y 
That  it  shall  acquire  all  lands  not  known  to  be  mineral  at  the 
time  of  filing  its  map  of  definite  location.  But  that  plan 
affords  no  opportunity  to  the  government  to  protect  itself  from 
being  divested  of  the  mineral  lands,  which  Congress  seems  to 
have  been  so  anxious  to  reserve ;  for  prior  to  the  filing  of  the 
map  the  government  cannot  know  where  the  road  is  to  be 
located,  and  cannot,  therefore,  make  any  investigation  to 
ascertain  whether  the  lands  which  may  be  taken  are  or  are 
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not  mineral,  and  after  the  filing  it  is  too  late,  for  by  the  act  of 
filing  the  map  the  rights  of  the  railroad  company  are  fixed, 
according  to  its  contention.  A  construction  so  unreasonable 
and  unfair  cannot  be  accepted. 

V.  The  reservation  of  mineral  lands  from  the  grant  does  not 
have  the  effect  of  diminishing  the  aggregate  amount  of  land 
which  the  company  shall  receive,  for  the  act  provides  in  terms 
^*  that  in  lieu  thereof  a  like  quantity  of  unoccupied  and  un- 
appropriated agricultural  lands  may  be  selected." 

A  decision  of  this  case  adverse  to  the  railroad  company 
therefore  deprives  it  of  nothing,  but  simply  requires  it  to  select 
the  lands  due  to  it  from  agricultural  tracts,  as  the  act  contem- 
plates, and  to  keep  its  hands  off  of  mineral  lands. 

VI.  But  it  is  said  that  the  government  may  unduly  postpone 
an  investigation  and  determination  of  the  mineral  or  non-min- 
eral character  of  land  and  the  issuing  of  patents  therefor,  and 
it  is  asked  whether  the  rights  of  the  railroad  company  are  to 
be  left  in  that  event  to  the  mercy  of  the  government.  The 
same  question  might  be  asked  with  respect  to  the  surveys 
which  are  necessary  to  fix  the  odd  sections  and  to  enable  the 
company  to  locate  any  lands. 

The  answer  to  both  questions  is  that  the  government  has 
contracted  by  the  act,  in  express  terms,  to  make  surveys  and 
to  issue  patents,  which  implies  the  doing  of  all  things  neces- 
sary to  enable  it  to  issue  the  patents,  and  the  other  provisions 
of  the  act  are  to  be  construed  upon  the  assumption  that  these 
are  binding  obligations. 

Whether  they  are  enforceable  by  suit,  (as  to  which  see  United 
SUstes  V.  JoneSj  131  U.  S.  1,)  is  another  matter.  It  is  likewise 
immaterial  in  this  case  to  know  whether  the  decision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  to  the  mineral  or  non-mineral 
character  of  land  is  final  or  subject  to  judicial  review. 

The  essential  point  is  that  the  act  contemplates  a  procedure 
which  involves  the  issuing  of  patents  and  the  investigation 
prior  thereto,  by  somebody  in  some  way,  of  the  facts  neces- 
sary to  determine  whether  the  land  applied  for  falls  within 
the  terms  of  the  act  of  Congress ;  in  other  words,  whether, 
among  other  things,  it  is  "  mineral  land." 
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The  delay  of  the  government  in  issuing  a  patent  does  not 
affect  the  power  of  the  railroad  company  to  assert,  meantime, 
by  possessory  action,  as  in  Deseret  Salt  Co.  v.  Tarpey^  142 
U.  S.  241,  its  rights  in  lands  which  are  in  fact  not  mineral, 
but  such  delay  cannot  have  the  effect  of  authorizing  it  to 
recover,  as  is  attempted  at  bar,  lands  which  it  admits  to  be 
mineral. 

VII.  While  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  make  use  of 
the  public  surveys,  no  conclusive  effect  is  to  be  given  to  them 
either  in  favor  of  the  government  or  against  the  government 
in  determining  whether  lands  are  mineral  or  non-mineral.  The 
reason  for  this  and  the  character  generally  of  the  government 
surveys  are  disclosed  very  clearly  in  the  opinion  of  Secretary 
Smith  in  Winscott  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad^  17  Land 
Dec.  274,  where  he  says  (pp.  275  et  seq.) :  "  The  act  of  May 
18, 1796,  (1  Stat.  464,)  now  embodied  in  section  2395  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  prescribed  many  of  the. rules  which  are  yet 
followed  in  surveying  the  public  lands.  It  directed  that  the 
lands  be  laid  off  into  townships  6  miles  square,  by  running 
lines  north  and  south,  to  be  crossed  by  others  running  at  right 
angles  to  them.  The  corners  of  each  township  were  to  be 
marked,  and  also  each  distance  of  a  mile  between  the  comers. 
The  townships  were  to  be  divided  into  sections  of  640  acres 
each,  by  running  through  the  townships,  each  way,  parallel 
lines  ^  at  the  end  of  every  2  miles ;  and  by  making  a  comer  on 
each  of  said  lines  at  the  end  of  every  mile.'  Thus  the  outlines 
only  of  every  other  section  were  mn,  the  corner  of  the  inter- 
mediate section  only  being  then  fixed,  and  the  outline  thereof 
being  protracted  on  the  plat  when  made. 

"Subsequently  Congress  directed  that  the  lands  be  sold 
by  half  and  quarter  sections,  and  the  surveyor-general  was 
directed  to  thus  divide  the  sections  by  north  and  south  and 
east  and  west  lines  protracted  upon  the  plats,  it  not  being  in- 
tended that  he  should  '  run  the  subdivisional  lines.'  2  Pub- 
lic Land  Laws,  820  ;  864. 

"  Subsequently  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office  issued  a  'manual  of  surveying  instructions'  for  the 
guidance  of  survej'ors  and  their  deputies.     By  this  manual  it 
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was  directed  that  the  outlines  of  each  section  be  actually  sur- 
veyed and  the  quarter-section  comers  established  on  the  line 
as  run.  This  manual  has  been  legalized  by  act  of  Congress 
and  is  '  deemed  to  be  part  of  every  contract  for  surveying  the 
public  lands.'  Rev.  Stat.  §  2399.  As  the  public  lands  are 
only  surveyed  by  contract  they  must  necessarily  be  surveyed 
according  to  the  manual,  and  thus,  indirectly,  the  law  requires 
that  the  outlines  of  each  section  should  be  actually  surveyed. 

"  It  results,  therefore,  that  only  the  section  lines  or  rather 
the  outlines  of  the  sections  are  run,  the  minor  subdivisions 
not  being  surveyed  in  the  field.  The  surveyor  general  in 
making  his  plats  merely  protracts  these  imaginary  subdivis- 
ional  Lines  in  red  ink  upon  the  plats,  connecting  the  opposite 
corners  both  ways,  thus  making  the  quarter  sections;  these, 
in  turn,  are  again  subdivided  in  like  manner  into  quarter  quar- 
ters or  40-acre  tracts.  Public  Domain,  184.  So  that  there 
is  no  law  nor  instructions  requiring  the  surveyor,  in  his  line  of 
duty,  to  go  anywhere  than  along  the  borders  or  outlines  pf  the 
section  he  is  surveying. 

"  By  the  same  act  of  1796,  Rev.  Stat.  §  2395,  Seventh,  it  is 
provided  that  *  every  surveyor  shall  note  in  his  field  book  the 
true  situation  of  all  mines,  salt  licks,  salt  springs,  and  mill  seats 
which  come  to  his  knowledge,  all  watercourses  over  which 
the  line  he  runs  may  pass,  and  also  the  quality  of  the  lands.' 

"  It  is  under  this  last  provision  that  the  report  of  the  sur- 
veyor 18  made,  which  creates  the  presumption  referred  to. 

^'  The  surveyor,  as  a  public  officer,  must  follow  the  law,  and 
that  does  not  require  him  or  afford  him  an  opportunity  to  pass 
over  the  interior  or  body  of  the  section  he  is  surveying.  He 
is  directed  to  report  the  situation  of  *  all  mines'  that '  come  to 
his  knowledge,'  and  all  watercourses  over  which  ^  the  line  he 
rans  may  pass.'  He  is  not  directed  to  search  for  mines  or 
watercourses,  but  to  report  such  as  come  to  his  knowledge 
whilst  passing  along  the  outlines  of  the  section  he  is  surveying. 
This  is  all  he  is  required  to  do  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty. 
The  law  nowhere  says  that  the  report  thus  made  is  to  be  con- 
clnsive  of  even  matters  of  fact  reported ;  and  certainly  it  would 
be  contrary  to  all  rules  of  sound  reason  to  hold  that  such  a 
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report  is  to  be  conclusive  or  even  presumptive  negatively  — 
that  is,  of  matters  not  reported. 

"  The  most  that  can  be  said  in  favor  of  such  report  is  that 
it  raises  a  presumption  as  to  the  belief  or  opinion  of  the  sur- 
veyor as  to  the  matters  of  fact  affirmatively  stated  by  him. 
These  instructions  to  the  surveyor  relate  only  to  his  report  of 
'  mines.'  He  may  or  may  not  report  that  the  lands  indicate 
that  valuable  minerals  are  hid  beneath  their  surface.  Such 
indications  are  not '  mines.'  A  report  to  that  effect,  not  being 
required  by  the  law,  is  optional  with  him.  Being  something 
beyond  his  required  duty,  no  conclusion  of  law  arises  from  it 
It  is  merely  a  statement  of  the  officer,  more  or  less  valuable 
according  to  his  opportunities  of  observation,  and  ought  not  to 
preclude  the  assertion  of  any  right  or  the  proof  of  the  facts  of 
the  case  as  they  really  exist. 

^'  It  has  been  seen  how  limited  are  these  opportunities  of  ob- 
servation ;  the  officer  merely  passing  over  the  confines  of  the 
section,  with  his  attention  more  directly  absorbed  by  the  duties 
of  his  scientific  profession  and  the  necessity  for  absolute  ac- 
curacy in  his  courses  and  distances.  Even  were  he  a  geologist 
or  mineralist,  his  opportunities  of  observation  along  the  course 
of  his  lines  would  be  the  scantiest ;  and  beyond  those  lines,  or 
on  either  side  of  them,  his  duties  do  not  carry,  but  prohibit  him 
from  going.  So  that,  practically,  the  interior  of  the  section, 
or  that  portion  thereof  not  immediately  along  the  line  being 
run,  is  beyond  the  observation  or  knowledge  of  the  surveyor, 
and  his  opinion  in  relation  to  the  same  cannot  be  of  much 
value.  So  that  the  report  of  the  surveyor  must  necessarily 
constitute  but  a  small  element  of  .consideration  when  the  ques- 
tion is  as  to  the  true  character  of  the  land. 

^^  And  this  has  been  the  ruling  of  the  Department  and  the 
courts  for  a  long  time.  See  Cole  v.  MarJd&y  (2  Land  Dec. 
847),  where  the  subject  is  ably  and  exhaustively  discussed  and 
numerous  authorities  cited  to  sustain  the  views  herein  stated. 

''  In  the  ciase  cited,  it  was  a  question  as  to  the  effect  of 
report  of  the  surveyor  that  certain  lands  were  salines.  After 
reviewing  all  the  decisions  and  discussing  the  subject  at  great 
length,  Secretary  Teller  said,  on  p.  851 : 
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^^  ^  These  cases  seem  to  be  decisive  of  the  issue  raised  in  the 
case  at  bar,  and  to  establish  the  rule  that  a  notation  of 
"  saline ''  on  the  plats,  or  its  omission,  is  immaterial,  and  that 
no  land  but  that  in  fact  saline  is  reserved  from  agricultural 
entry.  .  .  .  The  character  of  the  lands  is  a  question  of 
fact,  to  be  determined  by  due  proofs,  and  the  qualified  party 
who  first  settles  upon  them,  or  applies  to  enter  them,  and 
otherwise  conforms  to  the  law,  has  priority  of  right  when 
their  non-saline  character  is  determined.' 

"  To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Forrest^  29 
California,  317, 321 ;  MerriU  v.  Diocon,  15  Nevada,  401,  405, 
ei  seq. ;  Morton  v.  Nebraska,  21  Wall.  660,  674.  The  sur- 
veyor's report  in  this  case,  therefore,  has  but  little  weight 
with  me  in  its  determination." 

YIII.  It  is  asked  how  lands,  in  fact  mineral,  but  not 
known  to  be  mineral,  are  to  be  dealt  with  under  the  home- 
stead, preemption  and  town-site  laws.  All  of  these  laws  pro- 
vide for  the  issuing  of  patents,  and  two  points  are  clear ;  first, 
that  the  discovery  of  minerals  after  patent  does  not  defeat 
the  title.  It  was  so  decided  with  respect  to  a  town-site  patent 
in  Dams  v.  Weibbold,  139  U.  S.  507,  and  the  principle  is 
applicable  to  the  case  of  a  homestead  settler  or  pre^mptor. 
It  is  equally  clear  that  lands  known  to  be  mineral  cannot  be 
entered  for  townnsite,  Defebaok  v.  Sawke,  115  U.  S.  392,  or 
by  a  preemptor  or  homestead  settler,  Morton  v.  Nebraska,  21 
Wall.  660. 

The  only  question  that  remains  to  be  decided  by  this  court 
is  whether  the  discovery  of  minerals  after  preliminary  entry 
and  before  final  certificate  will  defeat  the  right  of  the  settler 
to  perfect  his  title  and  obtain  a  patent  as  of  agricultural 
lands.  This  question  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has 
uniformly  answered,  and  it  is  submitted  correctly,  by  holding 
that  if  the  land  is  discovered  to  be  mineral  before  the  settler 
has  acquired  a  vested  interest  and  become  entitled  to  his  final 
certificate,  he  must  take  the  land,  if  at  all,  and  pay  for  it  as 
mineral  land.  Jiea  v.  Stephenson^  15  Land  Dec.  37 ;  Jones  v. 
Drvoer^  15  Land  D6c.  514;  Hamish  v.  Wallace,  13  Land 
Dec.  108.    It  is  well  settled  that  occupation  and  improve- 
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ment  of  the  public  lands  do  not  confer  any  vested  right  on 
the  preemptor  prior  to  final  entry  and  payment.  FriAU  v. 
Whitney,  9  Wall.  187. 

In  Cdorado  Coal  Compa/ny  v.  United  States,  123  U.  S.  307, 
328,  Mr.  Justice  Matthews,  referring  to  the  case  of  a  pre- 
emptor, said  that  '^  the  question  must  be  determined  accord- 
ing to  the  facts  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  sale ; "  that  is, 
when  the  preemptor  makes  the  only  entry  that  is  required  of 
him  and  pays  the  purchase  money. 

But  these  questions  arising  under  the  preemption  act,  which 
provides,  Bev.  Stat.  §  2258,  that  '^  lands  on  which  are  situated 
any  known  mines  and  salines  "  shall  not  be  subject  to  preemp- 
tion, and  under  the  homestead  act,  Rev.  Stat.  §  2289,  which 
allows  the  homestead  settlement  of  lands  '*  subject  to  preemp- 
tion," and,  therefore,  of  those  on  which  are  situated  no  known 
mines  or  salines,  are  not  involved  in  the  case  at  bar,  although 
the  analogies  are  interesting. 

I  submit  that  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  can- 
not claim  title  to  unpatented  land  which  it  admits  to  be 
mineral  in  fact,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
should  therefore  be  reversed,  with  directions  to  sustain  the 
demurrer  and  dismiss  the  complaint. 

Mr.  Edwin  W.  Toole  and  Mr.  WiUiam  Wallace^  Jr.,  filed  a 
brief  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  Martin  F.  Morris  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Dixon  filed  a  brief 
for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  Assistant  Attorney  General  Shields  filed  briefs  for 
plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  Jarnes  McNattghi  and  Mr.  A.  H.  Qwrland  filed  brieb 
for  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  A.  T.  Britton,  Mr.  A.  T.  Browne  and  Mr.  George  R. 
Peck,  by  leave  of  court,  filed  a  brief  on  the  part  of  the  Atlan- 
tic and  Pacific  Railroad  Company. 


BABDEN  V.  NORTHERN  PACIFIC  RAILROAD.    305 
'   Argmnent  for  Defendant  in  Error. 
Mr.  James  G.  Carter  for  defendant  in  error. 

I.  The  whole  question  turns  upon  the  definition  of  mineral 
lands.  It  is  only  lands  '^  not  mineral "  which  are  granted  by 
the  act.    No  mineral  lands  can  pass  by  it. 

(1)  The  decision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  to 
what  are  mineral  lands,  whether  evidenced  by  issuing  a  patent 
or  otherwise,  is  not  final ;  and  no  method  is  provided  in  the 
act  for  determining  what  such  lands  are.  Whether  any  lands 
described  in  a  patent  are  really  conveyed  by  it  is,  in  any 
disputed  case,  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  an  in- 
quiry wtether  they  conform  to  the  description  in  the  statute. 

If  the  Secretary  should  issue  a  patent  for  lands  con- 
fessedly mineral  it  would  be  absolutely  void,  and  open  to 
collateral  attack,  just  as  much  as  a  patent  issued  by  him  for 
lands  previously  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of. 

(2)  Practically,  however,  his  decision  would  be  generally 
effective,  for  it  would  be  presumed  to  be  correct  unless  the 
contrary  were  clearly  shown. 

(3)  But  he  is  to  give  a  patent  only  for  such  lands  as  are 
"  not  mineral,"  and,  in  order  to  discharge  his  duty,  he  must 
know  what  is  intended  by  the  act  as  lands  "  not  mineral ; " 
in  other  words,  he  must  have  a  definition  to  apply,  and  must 
apply  it.     Thus  the  whole  question  turns  upon  definition. 

(4)  This  being  so,  the  definition  must  have  regard  to  the 
apparent  condition  of  the  lands  at  some  particular  time 
before  patent ;  for  he  is  to  apply  it  in  order  to  discharge  his 
duty. 

(5)  The  title  to  the  lands,  even  after  the  patent  is  granted, 
must  always  be  subject  to  the  infirmity  arising  from  the  possi- 
bility of  a  question  whether  the  lands,  at  the  time  to  which 
the  definition  looks,  were  mineral  or  otherwise.  This  is  a 
smaU  evil.  The  company  could  not  desire  a  patent  for  lands 
obviously  mineral  at  that  time,  for  it  wishes  a  valid  patent ; 
nor  would  the  Secretary  be  likely  to  issue  a  patent  for  such 
lands. 

(6.)  But  if  the  patent  were  subject  to  the  infirmity  arising 
from  the  possibilities  of  a  discovery  of  minerals  at  any  period 
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in  all  future  time,  the  coadition  would  be  intolerable  and  cer- 
tainly in  conflict  with  the  legislative  intent. 

II.  The  next  question  is,  what  is  this  time  to  which  the 
definition  relates?  Plainly  the  time  when  Congress  intended 
the  title  to  vest.  Congress  intended  that  at  this  point  of 
time  the  grantee  should  have  useful,  beneficial  possession. 
And  what  this  time  is  has  been  determined  in  a  multitude  of 
cases.  It  is  the  moment  when  the  lands  can  be  identified; 
that  is,  the  moment  when  the  route  is  definitely  located. 

It  has  been  suggested  by  the  decision  in  this  court  in 
Kansas  Pacific  Railway  v.  Dunmeyer^  113  U.  S.  629,  640, 
that  if  the  lands  are  not  then  surveyed,  there  is  a  possibility 
that  the  time  may  be  deferred  until  such  survey  may  be  had ; 
but  it  would  seem  that,  in  such  case,  the  survey  ought  to 
describe  the  character  of  the  lands,  whether  mineral  or  not, 
as  it  was  when  the  route  was  located ;  otherwise  the  govern- 
ment could,  by  deferring  its  survey,  postpone  the  performance 
of  its  obligation  indefinitel}',  and  the  transaction  would  be 
robbed  of  its  character  as  a  contract. 

(1)  This  disposes  of  the  objection  started  on  the  part  of  the 
government  that  when  the  definite  location  is  made  tlie  gov- 
ernment may  have  no  means  of  knowing  whether  the  lands 
are  mineral  or  not,  for  wa^t  of  a  survey.  Let  it  take  such 
time  as  it  needs  for  this  purpose,  but  not  change  the  right  of 
the  other  party  by  its  own  delay.  If  when  the  survey  is 
made  the  time  of  location  is  regarded  in  ascertaining  the 
character  of  the  lands  no  harm  can  result  and  justice  is  done 
to  both  sides. 

(2)  Mr.  McNaught's  briefs  have  fully  shown  that  this  view 
is  the  only  one  consistent  with  reason,  with  the  whole  legis- 
lative and  administrative  treatment  of  the  subject,  and,  what 
is  more  to  the  purpose,  that  numerous  decisions  of  this  court 
absolutely  require  it.  This  court  has  decided  in  more  than 
one  case  that  on  the  completion  of  definite  location  the  grant 
ceases  to  be  a  float,  and  actually  operates  on  the  territory  of 
the  earth,  giving  the  grantee  a  right  of  actual  possession,  so 
that  it  can  maintain  ejectment.  To  yield  to  the  view  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  would  involve  the  reversal  of  these  decisions; 
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for,  as  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  must  establish  afiSrmatively  a 
title  in  himself  or  fail,  he  would  necessarily  fail,  unless  it 
would  be  sufficient  for  him  to  show,  that  according  to  the 
then  appearance  of  the  land,  it  was  not  mineral.  If  any 
subsequent  discovery  in  respect  to  its  character  might  show 
that  it  was  mineral,  within  the  meaning  of  the  grant,  it 
would  follow  that  the  time  for  ascertaining  their  character 
had  not  arrived,  that  the  lands  could  not  be  identified,  and 
that  the  grant  was  still  a  float  and  nothing  more. 

(3)  It  might  indeed  be  suggested  that  although  the  title 
vested  at  the  time  of  definite  location,  it  vested  subject  to  a 
condition  subsequent,  that  it  should  fail  upon  the  discovery  of 
its  mineral  character.  This  must  be  promptly  rejected.  It 
does,  indeed,  vest  subject  to  a  condition  subsequent ;  but  that 
condition  is,  and  only  is,  that  the  grantee  shall  pay  the  con- 
sideration for  the  lands  by  building  the  road. 

And  the  notion  of  the  suggested  condition  subsequent 
would  be  otherwise  repelled.  It  would  reintroduce  the  per- 
petual infirmity  of  title ;  a  thing  which  never  could  have  been 
intended.  The  issuing  of  the  patent  could  not  nullify  the 
condition,  for,  if  it  could,  it  would  give  a  final  judicial  char- 
acter to  the  determination  of  the  Secretar}^  and,  should  he 
issue  a  patent  for  lands  notoriously  mineral  at  the  time  of  the 
location  of  the  route,  would  make  that  patent  unassailable. 

III.  There  is  another  and  distinct  aspect  in  which  the 
whole  ailment  may  be  presented.  The  transaction  between 
the  government  and  the  grantee  company  is  in  every  sense  a 
contract.  The  argument  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  wholly 
denies  to  it  this  character. 

(1)  Nothing  can  be  plainer  than  that  the  government 
promises  to  convey  certain  lands  by  way  of  remuneration  for 
the  building  of  the  railroad.  It  agrees  to  convey,  or  rather 
conveys,  to  the  company  a  present  interest  in  these  lands, 
not  effectual  indeed,  at  first,  but  becoming  effectual  upon 
the  location  of  the  route.  This  interest  is  subject  to 
a  condition  subsequent  that  the  road  shall  be  built;  and 
when  that  condition  is  performed  the  title  is  to  be  con- 
firmed (not  created)  by  the  issuing  of  a  patent.    The  agree- 
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ment  to  build  the  road  may  not  indeed  be  enforceable  by  suit, 
the  method  provided  for  its  enforcement  being  the  penalty 
which  the  company  comes  under  of  losing  all  its  labor  and 
expenditure  unless  it  completes  the  road.  The  obligation  of 
the  government  to  give  the  patent,  however,  is,  in  its  nature, 
enforceable  by  suit,  the  only  reason  why  it  cannot  be  so  en- 
forced being  that  the  sovereign  is  not  liable  to  suit  But  we 
may  easily  suppose  that  the  government  was  liable  to  suit  for 
the  specific  performance  of  the  promise  to  give  a  patent  Ex- 
isting statutes,  indeed,  come  very  near  making  it  so  liable, 
and  it  was  by  a  divided  court  only  that  it  was  held  in  this 
court  .that  such  statutes  did  not  apply  to  a  suit  for  the  specific 
performance  of  the  government's  agreement  to  convey  land. 

(2)  This  view  enables  us  very  easily  to  demonstrate  that 
the  notion  that  what  lands  are  "not  mineral"  depends  upon 
their  apparent  condition  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the 
patent  and  is  determinable  only  by  the  patent,  is  wholly  erro- 
neous. Let  it  be  supposed  that  the  road  has  been  completed 
and  patent  applied  for,  and  that  the  secretary  refuses  to  issue 
one  on  the  alleged  ground  that  the  road  has  not  been  com- 
pleted according  to  the  conditions,  and  that  at  that  time,  as 
well  as  previously,  the  lands  were,  according  to  all  appear- 
ances, not  mineral,  so  that  if  the  completion  of  the  road  had 
not  been  disputed  the  government  would  have  been  bound  to 
issue  a  patent  for  them.  The  company  now  files  its  bill  in  a 
district  court  of  the  United  States  for  a  specific  performance, 
in  which  the  character  of  the  lands  is  shown,  and  the  dispute 
turns  upon  the  question  of  whether  or  not  the  road  was  com- 
pleted at  the  time  of  the  demand  for  the  patent  The  court 
finds  that  it  was  not,  and  dismisses  the  bill,  and  an  appeal  is 
taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  That  court 
decides  the  other  way  —  determines  that  the  Secretary  ought 
to  have  issued  the  patent  when  it  was  demanded,  reverses  the 
decree  below,  and  orders  a  decree  to  be  entered  for  the  com- 
pany. The  company  has  a  decree  entered  in  its  favor,  and 
presents  a  copy  of  it  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and 
demands  its  patent.  Pending  the  appeal,  however,  farther 
explorations  had  disclosed  the  fact  that  the  land  was  really 
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mineral,  and  the  Secretary  refuses  the  patent  on  that  ground. 
According  to  the  argument  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  his  refusal 
is  justified  and  required  —  that  is  to  say,  that  the  wrongful 
refusal  of  the  government  to  perform  its  own  obligation  has 
had  the  effect  of  effacing  the  obligation  itself ! 

(3)  The  only  way  in  which  this  reductio  ad  ahaurdum  can 
be  avoided  is  by  at  once  admitting  that  there  must  be  some 
time  fixed  upon  before  the  issue  of  the  patent  at  which  it  is 
to  be  determined  whether  the  government  is  bound  to  issue 
it,  and  that  the  character  of  the  lands  is  to  be  determined  as 
of  that  time,  so  that  the  right  of  the  company  cannot  be 
injuriously  affected  by  any  refusal  or  delay  by  the  govern- 
ment after  that  time.  This  view  might  be  expressed  by  say- 
ing that  the  government  was  bound  to  issue  the  patent  on  the 
completion  of  the  road,  or  within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter, 
and  that  the  character  of  the  lands  was  to  be  determined  at 
the  one  time  or  the  other,  whichever  were  adopted.  But 
neither  of  these  views  would  be  at  all  practicable.  The 
second  is  wholly  indefinite,  and  would  leave  a  question  of 
fact  open  which  there  is  no  means  of  determining,  and  which 
the  statute  never  intended.  The  first  is  equally  inconsistent 
with  the  contract,  for  that  does  not  contemplate  that  the 
company  is  to  be  deprived  of  the  useful  possession  of  the 
land  until  the  time  when  it  is  to  receive  its  patent  If  this 
were  so  it  would  never  have  been  said  that  the  title  vested 
under  the  language  of  the  act  when  the  route  was  definitely 
located,  but  was  subject  to  a  condition  subsequent  until  the 
patent  was  issued.  The  statute  itself,  the  reason  of  the  thing, 
and  all  the  adjudications,  assume  that  there  is  a  useful,  bene- 
ficial right  of  enjoyment  intended  and  secured  to  the  com- 
pany long  before  the  time  for  the  issuing  of  the  patent. 

(4)  It  may  be  urged  that  the  government  must  certainly 
have  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  make  an  examination  of 
the  lands  in  order  to  know  what  the  character  of  them  is,  and 
that  the  character  of  the  lands  is  not  to  be  finally  determined 
until  the  lapse  of  such  reasonable  time,  and  that  the  vesting 
must  be  postponed  until  that  time.  But  this  in  like  manner 
denies  to  the  transaction  the  character  of  a  contract.    Such 
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examination  would  be  the  act  of  the  government  alooe,  and 
could  be  deferred  or  protracted  at  its  pleasure.  Of  course,  in 
such  case,  it  would  be  the  obligation  of  the  government  to 
make  such  examination  as  speedily  as  possible,  and  yet  if  it 
deferred  or  protracted  the  performance  of  that  obligation  the 
character  of  the  lands  might  meanwhile  change,  an4  thus  one 
party  to  the  contract  might,  by  its  own  wrongful  delay  in 
performing  its  obligation,  relieve  itself  altogether  from  such 
performance. 

In  every  contract  there  must  be  a  time  when  the  obligations 
imposed  by  it  ripen  and  become  enforceable.  An  obliga- 
tion which  does  not  mature  at  some  definite  time  is  no  obli- 
gation at  all. 

It  is  reasonable  enough  and  very  proper  that  the  govern- 
ment should  make  an  examination  as  carefully  as  it  may 
choose  before  issuing  its  patent,  and  such  examination  may 
cause  great  delay.  It  is  often  the  case  that  delays  occur  in 
the  performance  of  contracts,  but  who  has  ever  heard  that  it 
could  be  within  the  power  of  one  party  to  a  contract,  by  his 
own  delay,  to  affect  the  rights  of  the  other,  or  relieve  himself 
from  his  own  obligations  ?  The  rights  of  both  are  preserved 
and  no  difficulty  will  arise  if,  in  making  the  examination 
respecting  the  character  of  the  lands,  the  moment  when  the 
title  is  intended  to  be  vested  is  taken  as  the  one  to  be  regarded. 

(5)  The  policy  of  the  government  to  reserve  mineral  lands 
should  not  be  magnified  beyond  its  real  importance  and 
intent.  That  policy  has  not  been,  for  a  long  period  of  years, 
in  any  way  similar  to  the  ancient  policy  of  European  nations 
of  reserving  the  precious  metals  for  themselves.  The  under- 
lying idea  of  that  policy  was  that  the  precious  metals  should 
never  be  parted  with  by  the  government,  but  be  forever  kept 
for  the  uses  of  State.  This  view  has  long  been  abandoned  by 
the  government  of  the  United  States,  if,  indeed,  it  was  ever 
entertained.  The  public  lands  are  thrown  open,  like  aU 
others,  for  sale  or  other  disposition  to  private  individuals ;  no 
careful  exploration  of  them  is  made  for  the  purpose  of 
accurately  separating  such  as  contain  mineral  wealth.  It 
must  necessarily  be  that  lands  will  often  be  disposed  of  as  if 
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they  were  agricultural,  but  will  subsequently  turn  out  to  pos- 
sess mineral  wealth.  The  only  consequence  of  this  is  that  in 
some  instances  individuals  may  obtain  valuable  mineral  lands 
for  something  less  than  their  real  worth;  but  the  instances 
will  not  be  very  frequent,  it  being  usually  true  that  the  labor 
expended  in  extracting  the  minerals  is  equal  to  their  value 
when  extracted. 

It  is  very  plain  that  Congress  regarded  the  opening  up  of 
the  Territories  of  the  nation  by  means  of  railroads  as  a  matter 
far  superior  in  importance  to  that  of  husbanding  mineral  lands 
by  a  careful  segregation.  It  has  never  provided  the  means  by 
which  such  segregation  could  be  made.  The  immense  disposi- 
tions of  public  lands  heretofore  made  have  not  been  preceded 
by  any  thorough  explorations.  If  it  had  been  intended,  in 
making  these  railroad  grants,  to  carefully  discriminate  beyond 
the  external  appearances  presented  at  the  time  the  grants  were 
made  between  mineral  and  non-mineral  lands,  suitable  provi- 
sion would  have  been  framed  for  such  purpose,  and  the  vesting 
of  title  would  have  been  deferred  until  the  results  of  the  exam- 
ination had  been  made  known. 

IV.  There  is  one  view  conspicuously  presented  by  the 
government  briefs  not  calculated  to  induce  calm  judicial 
consideration.  It  is  that  great  corporations  have  "  gobbled  " 
up  nearly  the  entire  body  of  public  lands,  and  that  it  is  time 
to  call  a  halt. 

A  view  which  excludes  the  obligations  of  contract,  and  even 
any  obligation  at  all,  is  incapable  of  being  dealt  with  by  judi- 
cial reasoning.  The  Northern  Pacific  Kailroad  has  been  built 
upon  the  solemn  promise  of  the  government  to  pay  a  stipu- 
lated consideration.  Any  disposition  to  withhold  that  stipu- 
lated consideration  will  certainly  not  be  indulged  in  this 
tribunal.  It  would  deserve  the  condemnation  which  Mr. 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  once  bestowed  upon  a  somewhat  similar 
attempt :  "  Such  conduct  would  be  disreputable  in  a  private 
individual,  and  a  court  of  equity  would  interfere  to  prevent  it." 

Mb.  Justice  Field,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court. 
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This  action  is  brought  for  the  possession  of  certain  parcels 
or  lots  of  mineral  land  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  below  —  the 
defendant  in  error  here  —  as  embraced  in  the  grant  of  the 
United  States  of  July  2,  1864.  The  facts  constituting  the 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  are  set  forth  at  length  in  the  complaint, 
and  to  their  sufficiency  the  defendants  demurred  as  not  con- 
stituting a  cause  of  action,  or  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  the 
relief  prayed.  The  lots  are  there  conceded  to  be  mineral 
lands,  and  the  grant  of  the  government  applies  in  terms  only 
to  lands  other  than  mineral. 

To  remove  any  doubt  of  the  intention  of  the  government 
to  confine  its  concession  to  lands  of  that  character,  the  gram 
is  accompanied  with  a  proviso  declaring  that  all  mineral 
lands  are  exclvded  from  its  operations.  And  as  if  to  cut 
off  every  possible  suggestion  by  any  ingenious  and  strained 
construction,  that  mineral  lands  might  be  reached  under  the 
legislation  giving  vast  tracts  of  public  lands  to  States  and 
private  corporations,  under  the  pretence  of  aiding  public 
improvements,  a  joint  resolution  was  passed  by  Congress  on 
January  30  of  the  following  year,  declaring  "that  no  act 
passed  at  the  first  session  of  the  Thirty-eighth  Congress 
[that  being  of  the  year  1864]  granting  lands  to  States 
or  corporations  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  roads,  or  for 
other  purposes,  or  to  extend  the  time  of  grants  heretofore 
made,  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  embrace  mineral  lands,  which 
in  all  cases  shall  be  and  are  reserved  exclusively  to  the  United 
States,  unless  otherwise  specially  provided  in  the  act  or  acts 
making  the  grant."  13  Stat.  567.  This  provision  should  be 
borne  in  mind  when  the  statement  is  made,  as  it  is,  that  there 
has  been  no  reservation  of  mines  or  minerals  to  the  government 

No  part  of  the  contemplated  road  or  telegraph  line  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  had  at  the  passage  of 
this  joint  resolution  been  constructed  or  commenced,  and  on 
the  authority  of  the  case  of  that  Company  v.  Traill  County, 
115  U.  S.  600,  its  provisions  are  to  be  deemed  an  amendment 
of  the  original  act,  and  as  operative  as  if  originally  incor- 
porated therein. 

The  action  being  for  the  possession  of  lands  conceded  to  be 
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mineral,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  2,  1864,  it  would 
seem  that  the  simple  reading  of  the  granting  clause  and  its 
proviso  and  the  joint  resolution  mentioned  would  be  a  suffi- 
cient answer  to  the  complaint,  and  a  sufficient  reason  to  sus- 
tain the  demurrer  without  further  consideration.  But  the 
plaintiffs  counsel  appear  to  find  in  the  fact  which  they  allege, 
that  the  lands  were  not  known  to  be  mineral  at  the  time  the 
plaintiff,  by  the  definite  location  of  the  line  of  its  road,  was 
able  to  identify  the  sections  granted,  a  sufficient  ground  to 
avoid  the  limitations  of  the  grant  and  the  prohibitions  of  the 
proviso  and  joint  resolution. 

The  grant  was  of  20  alternate  sections  of  land,  designated 
by  odd  numbers,  on  each  side  of  the  road  which  the  plaintiff 
was  authorized  to  construct  —  a  tract  of  2000  miles  in  length 
and  40  miles  in  width  constituting  a  territory  of  80,000  square 
miles.  It  is  true  the  grant  was  a  float,  and  the  location  of 
the  sections  could  not  be  made  until  the  line  of  the  proposed 
road  had  become  definitely  fixed.  The  ascertainment  of  the 
location  of  the  sections  in  no  respect  affected  the  nature  of 
the  lands  or  the  conditions  on  which  their  grant  was  made. 
If  swamp  lands,  or  timber  lands,  or  mineral  lands  previously, 
they  continued  so  afterwards. 

It  is  also  true  that  the  grant  was  one  vnprcBsenti  of  lands  to 
be  afterwards  located.  From  the  immense  territory  from 
which  the  sections  were  to  be  taken,  it  could  not  be  known 
where  they  would  fall  until  the  line  of  the  road  was  estab- 
lished; then  the  grant  attached  to  them,  subject  to  certain 
specified  exceptions ;  that  is,  the  sections,  or  parts  of  sections, 
which  had  been  previously  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occupied  by 
homestead  settlers,  or  preempted  or  otherwise  disposed  of, 
were  excepted,  and  the  title  of  its  other  sections  or  parts  of 
sections  attached  as  of  the  date  of  the  grant  so  as  to  cut  off 
intervening  claimants.  In  that  sense  the  grant  was  a  present 
one.  But  it  was  still,  as  such  grant,  subject  to  the  exception 
of  mineral  lands  made  at  its  date  or  then  excluded  therefrom 
by  conditions  annexed.  Whatever  the  location  of  the  sections, 
and  whatever  the  exceptions  then  arising,  there  remained  that 
original  exception  declared  in  the  creation  of  the  grant.    The 
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location  of  the  seotions  and  the  exceptions  from  other  cause? 
in  no  respect  affected  that  one,  or  limited  its  operation.  There 
is  no  language  in  the  act  from  which  an  inference  to  that  effect 
can  be  drawn,  in  the  face  of  its  declaration  that  all  mineral 
lands  are  thereby  "  excluded  from  its  operations,"  and  of  the 
joint  resolution  of  1865  that  "no  act  of  the  Thirty-eighth 
Congress,  [that  is,  of  the  previous  session  of  1864,]  granting 
lands  to  States  or  corporations,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of 
roads  or  for  other  purposes,  shall  be  so  construed  ajs  to  embrace 
mineral  lands."  The  plaintiff,  however,  appears  to  labor  under 
the  persuasion  that  only  those  mineral  lands  were  excepted 
from  the  grant  which  were  known  to  be  such  on  the  identifi- 
cation of  the  granted  sections  by  the  definite  location  of  the 
proposed  road  and  the  ascertainment  at  that  time  of  the 
exceptions  from  them  of  parcels  of  land  previously  disposed 
of ;  and  that  the  want  of  such  knowledge  operated  in  some 
way  to  eliminate  the  reservation  made  by  Congress  of  the 
mineral  lands.  But  how  the  absence  of  such  knowledge  on 
the  ascertainment  of  the  sections  granted  and  the  parcels  of 
land  embraced  therein  previously  disposed  of,  had  the  effect 
or  could  have  the  effect  to  eliminate  the  reservation  of  min- 
eral lands  from  the  act  of  Congress,  we  are  unable  to  com- 
prehend. Such  a  conclusion  can  only  arise  from  an  impression 
that  a  grant  of  land  cannot  be  made  without  carrying  the 
minerals  therein;  and  yet  the  reverse  is  the  experience  of 
every  day.  The  granting  of  lands,  either  by  the  government 
or  individuals,  with  a  reservation  of  certain  quarries  therein, 
as  of  marble,  or  granite,  or  slate,  or  of  certain  mines,  as  of 
copper,  or  lead,  or  iron  found  therein,  is  nfit  an  uncommon 
proceeding,  and  the  knowledge  or  want  of  knowledge  at  the 
time  by  the  grantee  in  such  cases,  of  the  property  reserved  in ' 
no  respect  affects  the  transfer  to  him  of  the  titie  to  it.  No 
one  will  affirm  that  want  of  such  knowledge  on  the  identifi- 
cation of  the  lands  granted,  containing  the  reserved  quarries 
or  mines,  would  vacate  the  reservation,  and  we  are  unable  to 
perceive  any  more  reason  from  that  cause  for  eliminating  the 
reservation  of  minerals  in  the  present  case  from  the  grant  of 
the  government  than  for  eliminating  for  a  like  cause  the  res- 
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ervation  of  quarries  or  mines  in  the  cases  supposed.  And  it 
will  hardly  be  pretended  that  Congress  has  not  the  power  to 
grant  portions  of  the  public  land  with  a  reservation  of  any 
severable  products  thereof,  whether  minerals  or  quarries  con- 
tained therein,  and  whether  known  or  unknown;  yet  such 
must  be  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  or  its  conclusion  will 
fall  to  the  ground.  The  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiff  only  show  that  the  identification  of  the  sec- 
tions granted  and  of  the  exceptions  therefrom  of  parcels  of 
land  previously  disposed  of,  leaves  the  title  of  the  remaining 
sections  or  parts  thereof,  to  attach  as  of  the  date  of  the  grant, 
but  has  absolutely  no  other  effect.  Such  is  the  purport,  and 
the  sole  purport,  of  the  cases  of  St.  Paid  and  Pacific  Pail- 
road  Company  v.  Northern  Pa/iific  Company^  139  U.  S.  1,  5, 
and  Deseret  Salt  Company  v.  Tarpey^  142  U.  S.  241,  247,  cited 
by  the  plaintiff.  In  both  of  those  cases  the  writer  of  this 
opinion  had  the  honor  to  write  the  opinions  of  this  court ;  and 
it  was  never  asserted  or  pretended  that  they  decided  anything 
whatever  respecting  the  minerals,  but  only  that  the  title  to 
the  lands  granted  took  effect,  with  certain  designated  excep- 
tions, as  of  the  date  of  the  grant.  They  never  decided  any- 
thing else.  And  what  was  that  title  ?  It  was  of  the  lands 
which  at  the  time  of  the  grant  were  not  reserved  as  minerals, 
and  of  the  lands  which  at  the  time  of  the  location  had  not 
been  sold,  reserved,  or  to  which  a  preemption  or  homestead 
right  had  not  attached.  If  one  were  to  sell  land,  reserving 
therefrom  the  minerals  of  gold  or  silver  found  therein,  and 
teU  the  purchaser  to  take  the  surveyor  and  measure  off  the 
land,  would  it  be  urged  or  pretended  that  the  moment  the 
surveyor  ascertained  the  boundaries  of  the  land  sold  the  res- 
ervation of  the  minerals  then  undiscovered  would  be  elimi- 
nated ?  Would  any  one  uphold  the  reasoning,  or  the  doctrine, 
which  would  assert  such  a  conclusion?  And  can  any  one 
see  the  difference  between  the  case  now  before  us  and  the  case 
supposed?  Not  a  word  was  said  or  suggested  in  the  cases 
cited  about  the  elimination  of  the  reservation  for  that  cause ; 
and  not  only  in  the  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  but  in  a  multi- 
tude of  other  cases,  almost  without  number,  a  like  silence 
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was  observed.  In  none  of  them  was  it  ever  pretended  that 
the  ascertainment  of  the  location  of  the  lands  granted  operated 
to  withdraw  from  the  grant  the  reservation  of  the  minerals 
then  undisclosed.  The  grant  did  not  exist  without  the  excep- 
tion of  minerals  therefrom,  and  Congress  has  declared,  in 
positive  terms,  that  the  act  shall  not  be  construed  to  embrace 
them,  and  there  is  nothing  in  any  of  the  cases  cited  in  the 
plaintiff's  contention  which  indicates  in  the  slightest  degree 
that  the  original  exception  was  subsequently  qualified. 

It  seems  to  us  as  plain  as  language  can  make  it  that  tbe 
intention  of  Congress  was  to  exclude  from  the  grant  actual 
mineral  lands,  whether  known  or  unknown,  and  not  merely 
such  as  were  at  the  time  known  to  be  mineral.  After  the 
plaintiff  had  complied  with  all  the  conditions  of  the  grant, 
performed  every  duty  respecting  it,  and  among  other  things 
that  of  definitely  fixing  the  line  of  the  route,  its  grant  was 
still  limited  to  odd  sections  which  were  not  mineral  at  tbe 
time  of  the  grant,  and  also  to  those  which  were  not  reserved, 
sold,  granted,  or  otherwise  appropriated,  and  were  free  from 
preemption  and  other  claims  or  rights  at  the  time  the  line 
•  of  the  road  was  definitely  fixQid,  and  was  coupled  with  the 
condition  that  all  mineral  lands  were  excluded  from  its  ope^ 
ation,  and  that,  in  lieu  thereof,  a  like  quantity  of  unoccupied 
and  unappropriated,  agricultural  lands,  in  odd  sections,  near- 
est to  the  line  of  the  road,  might  be  selected. 

There  is,  in  our  judgment,  a  fundamental  mistake  made  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the. consideration  of  the  grant.  Mineral  lands 
were  not  conveyed,  but  by  the  grant  itself  and  the  subsequent 
resolution  of  Congress  cited  were  specifically  reserved  to  the 
United  States  and  excepted  from  the  operations  of  the  grant 
Therefore,  they  were  not  to  be  located  at  all,  and  if  in  fact 
located  they  could  not  pass  under  the  grant.  Mineral  lands 
being  absolutely  reserved  from  the  inception  of  the  grant, 
Congress  further  provided  that  at  the  time  of  the  location  of 
the  road  other  lands  should  be  excepted,  viz.,  those  previously 
sold,  reserved,  or  to  which  a  homestead  or  preemption  right 
had  attached. 

It  is  diflScult  to  perceive  the  principle  upon  which  the  term 
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"  known  "  is  sought  to  be  inserted  in  the  act  of  Congress,  either 
to  limit  the  extent  of  its  grant  or  the  extent  of  its  mineral, 
though  its  purpose  is  apparent.  It  is  to  add  to  the  conven- 
ience of  the  grantee  and  enhance  the  value  of  its  grant.  But 
to  change  the  meaning  of  the  act  is  not  in  the  power  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  to  insert  by  construction  what  is  expressly  ex- 
cluded is  in  terms  prohibited.  Besides  the  impossibility, 
according  to  recognized  rules  of  construction,  of  incorporating 
in  a  statute  a  new  term  —  one  inconsistent  with  its  express 
declarations — there  are  many  reasons  for  holding  that  the 
omission  of  the  word  "  known,"  as  defining  the  extent  of  the 
mineral  lands  excluded,  was  purposely  intended. 

The  grant  to  the  railroad  company  was,  as  we  have  already 
mentioned,  two  thousand  miles  in  length  and  forty  miles  in 
width,  making  an  area  of  eighty  thousand  square  miles,  a 
territory  nearly  equal  in  extent  to  that  of  Ohio  and  New 
York  combined.  This  territory  was  known  to  embrace  in  its 
hills  and  mountains  great  quantities  of  minerals  of  various 
kinds,  and  among  others  those  of  gold  and  silver.  It  was 
sparsely  inhabited  and  in  many  districts  of  large  extent  was 
entirely  unoccupied.  The  policy  of  Congress  as  expressed  in 
its  numerous  grants  of  public  lands  to  aid  in  the  construction 
of  railroads  has  always  been  to  exclude  the  mineral  lands 
from  them,  and  reserve  them  for  special  disposition,  as  seen 
in  the  following  acts  among  others:  Acts  of  July  1,  1862, 
c.  120,  12  Stat.  489,  and  of  July  2,  1864,  c.  216,  13  Stat.  366, 
making  grants  to  the  Union  and  Central  Pacific  Companies ; 
act  of  July  4,  1866,  c.  165,  14  Stat.  83,  making  a  grant  to  the 
Iron  Mountain  Railroad  Company;  act  of  July  13,  1866, 
c.  182, 14  Stat.  94,  making  a  grant  to  the  Placerville  &c.  Rail- 
road ;  act  of  July  25, 1866,  c.  242, 14  Stat.  239,  making  a  grant 
to  the  California  and  Oregon  Railroad,  sections  2  and  10 ;  act 
of  July  27,  1866,  c.  278, 14  Stat.  292,  making  a  grant  to  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Railroad  and  to  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad;  act  of  March  2,  1867,  c.  189,  14  Stat.  648,  making 
a  grant  to  the  Stockton  and  Copperopolis  Railroad;  act  of 
March  3,  1871,  c.  122,  16  Stat.  573,  making  a  grant  to  the 
Texas  Pacific  Railroad.    In  all  of  these  cases,  and  in  all  grants 


Zl^  OCTOBER  TERM,  1893l 

'!-?:aiOB  of  Che  Covet. 

of  pnbiic  lan'ls  in  aid  of  imflraBuls,  minenls  (except  iron  and 
coal  hare  uniformlr  been  veserred,  and  in  no  instance  has 
sa^h  a  grant  beea  held  to  paas  than.  Patents  issued  after 
an  examinatioB  and  deteimination  of  the  bud  by  the  govern- 
ment whether  portioBs  of  the  land  embraced  in  snch  grants 
did  or  did  not  contain  other  minerals  have  been  held  as  oon- 
elosire  in  snfaBeqnent  controrosies,  and  of  this  we  shall  speak 
m^^e  full  J  hereafter ;  bat  grants  in  aid  of  railroads  (and  we 
speak  of  no  other  grants )  before  soch  determination  and  issue 
of  a  patent  have  never  been  held  to  pass  other  minerals  than 
iron  or  coal,  and  it  is  onlv  with  other  minerals,  and  with  lands 
containing  them,  that  we  are  concerned  in  this  case. 

When  the  act  was  passed  making  the  grant  to  the  plaintiff, 
it  would  have  been  impossiUe  to  state  with  any  accuracy  what 
parts  of  the  tract  contained  minerals  and  what  did  not  That 
fact  could  only  be  ascertained  after  extensive  and  careful  ex- 
plorations, and  it  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Congress 
would  have  left  that  important  fact  dependent  upon  the  sim- 
ple designation  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  line  of  its  road,  and  the 
possible  disclosure  of  minerals  by  the  way,  instead  of  leaving 
it  to  future  and  special  explorations  for  their  discovery.  To 
suppose  that  Congress  intended  any  such  limitation  would  be 
to  impute  to  it  a  desire  that  its  exclusion  of  minerals  from  the 
grant  should  be  defeated,  which  it  is  impossible  to  admit  It 
is  conceded  that  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes  like  the  one 
before  us,  reference  may  be  had  not  only  to  the  physical  con- 
dition of  the  country  and  its  surroundings,  but  that  its  politi- 
cal conditions  and  necessities  may  also  be  considered.  The 
tract  granted  covered  a  belt  believed  to  be  rich  in  minerals 
of  gold  and  silver,  and  the  United  States  were  at  the  time 
engaged  in  a  terrific  conflict  for  the  preservation  of  the  Union, 
incurring  an  immense  debt,  exceeding  two  thousand  millions, 
and  many  of  their  citizens,  engaged  in  the  struggle,  looked 
forward  hopefully  and  confidently  to  this  source  for  relief  to 
the  burdened  treasury.  And  we  cannot  with  reason  suppose 
that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  United  States  intended 
that  the  control  of  this  source  of  wealth  and  relief  should  be 
taken  from  them.    It  passes  belief  that  they  could  have  de- 
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liberately  designed  in  this  hour  of  sore  distress  and  fearful 
pressure  upon  their  finances,  to  give  away  to  a  corporation  of 
their  own  creation  not  only  an  imperial  domain  in  land  but 
the  boundless  wealth  that  might  lie  buried  in  the  mineral 
regions  covered  by  80,000  square  miles.  They  knew  that  the 
mineral  belt  over  which  the  proposed  railroad  was  to  pass  was 
almost  entirely  unexplored.  They,  therefore,  retained  from 
their  grant  the  mineral  lands,  whether  known  or  unknown, 
and  left  the  discovery  of  the  minerals  to  future  explorations, 
and  their  disposition  to  future  legislation.  We  can  never 
admit  that,  at  the  time  and  under  the  circumstances  upon 
which  the  grant  was  made,  Congress  intended  that  its  clear 
words  of  exclusion  of  minerals  should  be  interpreted  to  mean 
the  exact  reverse  —  that  when  it  declared  that  ^^no  act  of 
Congress  granting  lands  in  aid  of  railroads"  passed  during 
the  session  of  1864  (the  session  at  which  the  grant  under  con- 
sideration was  made)  should  ^'  be  construed  to  embrace  min- 
erals," it  meant  that  such  act  might  be  so  construed.  Never 
has  it  as  yet  fallen  to  Congress  to  deceive  by  its  legislation 
and  juggle  in  this  way.  • 

To  incorporate  the  term  '^  known"  into  the  act  and  add  it  to 
the  description  of  the  mineral  excepted  would  also  contravene 
a  settled  rule  in  the  construction  of  grants  like  the  one  before 
OS,  that  nothing  will  pass  to  the  grantee  by  implication  or 
inference,  unless  essential  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
thing  granted,  and  that  exceptions  intended  for  the  benefit  of 
the  public  are  to  be  maintained  and  liberally  construed.  As 
justly  observed  by  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  their  very  able 
brief,  ^^the  reservation  in  the  grant  of  mineral  lands  was 
intended  to  keep  them  under  government  control  for  the 
public  good,  in  the  development  of  the  mineral  resources  of 
the  country,  and  the  benefit  and  protection  of  the  miner  and 
explorer,  instead  of  compelling  him  to  litigate  or  capitulate 
with  a  stupendous  corporation  and  ultimately  succumb  to  such 
terms,  subject  to  such  conditions,  and  amenable  to  such 
servitudes  as  it  might  see  prqper  to  impose.  The  government 
has  exhibited  its  beneficence  in  reference  to  its  mineral  lands 
as  it  has  in  the  disposition  of  its  agricultural  lands,  where  the 
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claims  and  rights  of  the  settlers  are  fully  protected.  The 
privilege  of  exploring  for  mineral  lands  was  in  full  force  at 
the  time  of  the  location  of  the  definite  line  of  the  road,  and 
was  a  right  reserved  and  excepted  out  of  the  grant  at  that 
time." 

Some  weight  is  sought  to  be  given  by  counsel  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  allegation  that  the  lands  in  controversy  are  included 
in  the  section  which  was  surveyed  in  1868  and  a  plat  thereof 
filed  by  the  surveyor  in  the  local  land  oflSce  in  September  of 
that  year,  from  which  it  is  asserted  that  the  character  of  the 
land  was  ascertained  and  determined,  and  reported  to  be  agri- 
cultural and  not  mineral.  But  the  conclusive  answer  to  sach 
alleged  determination  and  report  is  that  the  matters  to  which 
they  relate  were  not  left  to  the  surveyor  general.  Neither  he 
nor  any  of  his  subordinates  was  authorized  to  determine  finally 
the  character  of  any  lands  granted  or  make  any  binding  report 
thereon.  Information  of  the  character  of  all  lands  surveyed  : 
is  required  of  surveying  officers,  so  far  as  knowledge  respectr 
ing  them  is  obtained  in  the  course  of  their  duties,  but  they 
are  not  clothed  with  authority  to  especially  examine  as  to 
these  matters  outside  of  their  other  duties,  or  determine 
them,  nor  does  their  report  have  any  binding  force.  It  is 
simply  an  addition  made  to  the  generid  information  obtained 
from  different  sources  on  the  subject.  In  Cole  v.  Markley, 
(2  Decisions  Dept.  of  the  Interior  relating  to  Public  Lands, 
847-849,)  Mr.  Teller,  when  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  a 
communication  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  speaks  at  large  of  the  notations  of  surveyors,  and  says: 
"  Public  and  official  information  was  the  object  of  these  nota- 
tions, with  a  view  to  preventing  entry  until  the  facts  are  finally 
determined.  They  should  be,  and  they  are,  only  prima  facie 
evidence,  and  subject  to  be  rebutted  by  satisfactory  proof  of 
the  real  character  of  the  land."  The  determination  ot  the 
character  of  the  land  granted  by  Congress,  in  any  casa 
whether  agricultural  or  mineral,  or  swamp  or  timber  land,  is 
placed  in  the  officers  of  the  Land  Department,  whose  action  is 
subject  to  the  revision  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office,  and  on  appeal  from  him  by  the  Secretary  of  the 


BARDBN  V.  NORTHERN  PACIFIC  RAILROAD.    321 

Opinion  of  the  Conrt. 

Interior.  Under  their  direction  and  supervision  the  actual 
character  of  the  land  may  be  determined  and  fully  estab- 
lished. The  effect  of  a  patent  issued  by  them  under  the 
authority  of  Congress,  as  to  such  matters,  we  shall  presently 
consider.  In  the  present  case  the  mineral  character  of  the 
lands  in  controversy  is  conceded.  They  are  alleged  in  the 
complaint  to  be.  mineral  lands  containing  gold  and  silver  and 
other  precious  metals. 

Nor  is  there  any  force  in  the  averments  that  in  November, 
1868,  the  plaintiff  listed  the  section  embracing  the  mineral 
lands  in  controversy,  with  other  sections,  as  portions  of  its 
grant,  and  filed  the  lists  in  the  local  land  office  at  Helena 
and  paid  the  receiver's  fees  for  filing  the  same ;  and  that  the 
register  and  receiver  accepted,  allowed,  and  approved  the 
list,  and  certified  the  same  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Gen- 
eral Land  Office,  and  that  no  part  of  the  fees  has  ever  been 
refunded.  The  act  of  Congress  does  not  provide  that  selec- 
tions of  the  lands  by  the  plaintiff,  as  a  part  of  its  grant,  shall 
in  any  respect  change  its  purport  and  effect  and  eliminate 
any  of  its  reservations ;  nor  does  it  empower  the  officers  of 
the  local  land  office  to  accept  the  list  as  conclusive  with 
respect  to  such  grant  in  any  particular.  There  was,  there- 
fore, no  obligation  on  the  part  of  any  one  to  refund  to  the 
plaintiff  the  fees  paid  on  filing  the  list  mentioned,  when  an 
attempt  is  made  to  do  away  with  its  supposed  effect. 
*  There  is,  in  our  opinion,  no  merit  in  any  of  the  positions 
advanced  by  the  plaintiff  in  support  of  its  claim  to  the  min- 
eral lands  in  controversy.  The  language  of  the  grant  to  the 
plaintiff  is  free  from  ambiguity.  The  exclusion  from  its  oper- 
ation of  all  mineral  lands  is  entirely  clear,  and  if  there  were 
any  doubt  respecting  it,  the  established  rule  of  construction 
applicable  to  statutes  making  such  grants  would  compel  a 
construction  favorable  to  the  grantor. 

Some  reference  should  be  made  here  to  the  language  used 
in  the  cases  of  Deff'eback  v.  HawJce^  115  U.  S.  392,  and  Dams 
V-  Wetbboldj  139  U.  S.  507,  as  it  is  contended  that  it  is  in  con- 
flict with  the  views  expressed  in  the  present  case.  If  so,  the 
i¥riter  of  this  opinion,  who  was  also  the  writer  of  the  opinions 
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in  both  of  the  cases  cited,  must  take  the  responsibility  of  any 
conflict  with  the  views  now  expressed.  It  is  more  important 
that  the  court  should  be  right  upon  later  and  more  elaborate 
consideration  of  the  cases  than  consistent  with  previous 
declarations.  Those  doctrines  only  will  eventually  stand 
which  bear  the  strictest  examination  and  the  test  of  experi- 
ence. 

The  case  of  Defehdch  v.  Hawke  arose  in  this  wise :  The 
plaintiff  asserted  title  to  mineral  lands  under  a  patent  of  the 
United  States,  founded  upon  an  entry  under  the  }aws  of  Con- 
gress, for  the  sale  of  mineral  lands.  The  defendant,  not 
having  the  legal  title,  claimed  a  better  right  to  the  premises 
by  virtue  of  a  previous  occupation  of  them  by  his  grantor  as 
a  lot  on  a  portion  of  the  public  lands  appropriated  and  used 
as  a  town  site  —  that  is,  settled  upon  for  purposes  of  trade 
and  business,  and  not  for  agriculture,  and  laid  out  into  streets, 
lots,  blocks,  and  alleys  for  that  purpose.  And  it  was  held  by 
this  court  iMt  no  title  from  the  United  States  to  land  known 
at  the  time  of  sale  to  be  valuable  for  its  minerals  of  gold, 
silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper  could  be  obtained  under  the  pre- 
emption or  homestead  laws,  or  the  town-site  laws,  or  in  any 
other  way  than  as  prescribed  by  the  laws  specially  authorizing 
the  sale  of  such  lands.  These  three  cases,  those  under  the 
preemption  and  homestead  laws  and  town-site  act,  were 
classed  together.  It  was  found  that  under  the  preemption 
and  homestead  act  lands  containing  known  saline  deposits  and 
mines  could  not  be  purchased.  In  the  town-site  act  it  was 
provided  that  by  virtue  of  its  provisions  no  title  could  be 
acquired  to  any  mine  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar  or  copper,  or 
to  any  valid  mining  claim  or  possession  held  under  existing 
laws.  And  under  the  mineral  act  of  Congress  it  was  provided 
that  in  all  cases  lands  valuable  for  minerals  should  be  reserved 
from  sale  except  as  otherwise  expressly  provided.  The  court 
held  that  under  those  acts  land  could  be  purchased  which  was 
not  known  to  be  mineral ;  and  from  this  the  inference  was 
drawn  that  only  lands  known  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  be 
valuable  for  minerals  could  be  excluded,  and  if  they  were  not 
thus  known  to  be  valuable  for  minerals  a  sale  might  be  had. 
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This  was  not  a  case  arising  upon  a  grant  like  the  one  under 
consideration  at  present;  but,  inasmuch  as  the  law  of  Con- 
gress authorized  lands  valuable  for  minerals  to  be  sold  gener- 
ally under  the  mineral  act,  and  excluded  from  sale  mineral 
lands  when  claimed  for  homesteads  or  preemption  or  for  town 
sites,  it  was  thought  that  these  conflicting  provisions  of  law 
would  be  reconciled  by  simply  excluding  from  the  sale  lands 
known  at  the  time  to  be  mineral.  But  that  case  has  no  bear- 
ing upon  the  present  one  involving  the  construction  of  an  act 
of  Congress  declaring  in  express  terms  that  no  mineral  lands 
shall  be  conveyed  by  the  grant  made. 

The  case  of  Davis  v.  Weihbold  was  an  action  on  the  part  of 
a  mineral  claimant  who  had  obtained  a  patent  in  January, 
1880,  of  a  parcel  of  land  within  the  exterior  limits  of  Butte 
town  site,  subsequently  to  the  patent  for  the  town  site. 

When  the  entry  of  the  town  site  was  had  and  the  patent 
issued,  and  a  sale  was  thereafter  made  to  the  defendant  of 
the  lots  held  by  him,  it  was  not  known — at  least,  it  does  not 
appear  that  it  was  known — that  there  were  any  valuable 
mineral  lands  within  the  town  site,  and  the  question  was 
whether  in  the  absence  of  this  knowledge  the  defendant, 
who  claimed  under  the  town-site  patent,  could  be  deprived 
by  the  laws  of  the  0nited  States  of  the  premises  purchased 
and  occupied  by  him,  because  of  a  subsequent  discovery  of 
minerals  in  them,  and  the  issue  of  a  patent  to  the  discoverer 
under  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed.  The  court  said  that  the 
declaration  that  no  title  could  be  acquired  under  the  provi- 
sions relating  to  such  town  sites  and  the  sale  of  lands  therein 
to  any  mine  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper,  or  to  any 
valid  mining  claim  or  possession  held  under  existing  laws, 
would  seem  on  first  impression  to  constitute  a  reservation  of 
sach  mines  in  the  land  sold,  and  of  mining  claims  on  them, 
to  the  United  States ;  but  such  was  held  not  to  be  the  neces- 
sary meaning  of  the  terms  used ;  in  strictness  they  imported 
only  that  the  provisions  by  which  the  title  to  the  land  in  such 
town  sites  was  transferred  should  not  be  the  means  of  passing 
a  title  also  to  mines  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper  in  the 
land,  or  to  valid  mining  claims  or  possessions  thereon;  but 
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that  they  were  to  be  read  in  connection  with  the  claose 
protecting  existing  rights  to  mineral  veins;  and  with  the 
qualification  uniformly  accompanying  exceptions  in  acts  of 
Congress  of  mineral  lands  from  grant  or  sale.  Thus  read,  the 
court  held  that  they  merely  prohibited  the  passage  of  tiUe 
under  the  provisions  of  the  town-site  laws  to  mines  of  gold, 
silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper,  which  were  known  to  exist  on  the 
issue  of  the  town-site  patent  and  to  mining  claims  and  mining 
possessions,  in  respect  to  which  such  proceedings  had  been 
taken  under  the  law  or  the  custom  of  miners,  as  to  render 
them  valid,  creating  a  property  right  in  the  holder,  and  not 
to  prohibit  the  acquisition  for  all  time  of  mines  which  then 
lay  buried  unknown  in  the  depths  of  the  earth.  The  patent 
for  the  town  site  was  therefore  held  to  cover  minerals  subse- 
quently discovered  in  the  lands  patented.  The  patent  was  in 
law  a  declaration  that  minerals  did  not  exist  in  the  premises 
when  it  was  issued,  and  the  subsequent  acquisition  of  min- 
erals in  the  town  site  was  within  the  specific  authorization  of 
the  act  of  Congress  that  all  valuable  minerals  should  be  open 
for  exploration  and  sale.  Theie  is  a  marked  distinction  be- 
tween that  case,  under  the  town-site  law,  and  the  present  case, 
under  a  grant  of  Congress  excluding  mineral  lands  from  its 
operation,  although  it  is  conceded  that  some  of  the  language 
used  is  broader  than  the  necessities  of  the  case  required.  Tet 
the  effect  given  to  the  town-site  patent  will  be  found  not  in- 
consistent with  the  views  hereafter  expressed  in  the  present 
case. 

Some  effect  is  also  sought  to  be  given  to  the  fact  that  Con- 
gress authorized  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to 
place  a  mortgage  upon  its  entire  property.  Admitting  that 
such  is  the  fact,  the  conclusion  claimed  does  not  follow.  Con- 
gress thereby  only  authorized  a  mortgage  upon  the  property 
granted  to  the  company,  which  was  the  lands  without  min- 
erals. The  mortgage  could  not  cover  more  than  the  property 
granted.  So  also  it  is  said  that  the  States  and  Territories 
through  which  the  road  passes  would  not  be  able  to  tax  the 
property  of  the  company,  unless  they  could  tax  the  whole 
property,  minerals  as  well  as  lands.    We  do  not  see  why  not 
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The  authority  to  tax  the  property  granted  to  the  company 
did  not  give  authority  to  tax  the  minerals  which  were  not 
granted.  The  property  could  be  appraised  without  including 
any  consideration  of  the  minerals.  The  value  of  the  property 
excluding  the  minerals  could  be  as  well  estimated  as  its  value 
including  them.  The  property  could  be  taxed  for  its  value  to 
the  extent  of  the  title  which  is  of  the  land. 

The  grant  under  consideration  is  one  of  a  public  nature. 
It  covers  an  immense  domain,  greater  in  extent  than  the  area 
of  some  of  our  largest  States,  and  it  must  be  strictly  con- 
strued. It  would  seem  from  the  frequency  with  which  we 
have  announced  this  doctrine  that  it  should  be  forever  closed 
against  further  question,  but  as  the  most  extravagant  preten- 
sions are  made  in  the  plaintiff's  construction  of  the  present 
grant,  we  will  venture  to  refer  to  one  or  two  of  the  important 
judicial  declarations  on  that  subject. 

The  general  rule,  when  grants  relate  to  matters  of  public 
interest,  is  thus  forcibly  expressed  by  Chief  Justice  Taney: 
'^  The  object  and  end  of  all  government,"  said  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice, speaking  for  the  court,  ^^  is  to  promote  the  happiness  and 
prosperity  of  the  community  by  which  it  is  established ;  and 
it  can  never  be  assumed  that  the  government  intended  to 
dimmish  its  power  of  accomplishing  the  end  for  which  it  was 
created.  .  .  .  The  continued  existence  of  a  government 
would  be  of  no  great  value,  if  by  implications  and  presump- 
tions it  was  disarmed  of  the  powers  necessary  to  accomplish 
the  ends  of  its  creation ;  and  the  functions  it  was  designed  to 
perform  transferred  to  the  hands  of  privileged  corporations." 
Charles  Bi/oer  Bridge  Co.  v.  Warren  Bridge  Co.^  11  Pet.  420, 
647. 

In  Leavenworth  Bailroad  Compcmy  v.  United Statesy  92  U.  S. 
733,  this  court  said  :  "The  rules  which  govern  the  interpreta- 
tion of  legislative  grants  .  .  .  apply  as  well  to  grants  of 
lands  to  States  to  aid  in  building  railroads  as  to  grants  of 
special  privileges  to  private  corporations.  *In  both  cases  the 
legislature,  prompted  by  the  supposed  wants  of  the  public, 
confers  on  others  the  means  of  securing  an  object  the  accom- 
plishment of  which  it  desires  to  promote,  but  declines  to  un- 
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dertake.  ...  If  the  terms  are  plain  and  anambignooB, 
there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  interpreting  them ;  but  if  they 
admit  of  different  meanings,  one  of  extension  and  one  of  lim- 
itation, they  must  be  accepted  in  a  sense  favorable  to  the 
grantor." 

In  Winona  <6o.  v.  Bamej/y  113  U.  S.  618,  625,  speaking  of 
the  construction  of  legislative  grants,-  the  court  said :  ^^  Thej 
are  to  receive  such  a  construction  as  will  carry  out  the  intent 
of  Congress,  however  difficult  it  might  be  to  give  full  effect 
to  the  language  used  if  the  grants  were  by  instruments  of 
private  conveyance.  To  ascertain  that  intent  we  must  look 
to  the  condition  of  the  country  when  the  acts  were  passed, 
as  well  as  to  the  purpose  declared  on  their  &oe,  and  read  all 
parts  of  them  together." 

The  earnest  contention  of  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  arises 
principally,  we  think,  from  an  unfounded  apprehension  that 
our  interpretation  will  lead  to  uncertainty  in  the  titles  of  the 
country.  If  the  exception  of  the  government  is  not  limited  to 
known  minerals,  the  title,  it  is  said,  may  be  defeated  years 
after  the  land  has  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  grantee,  and 
improvements  of  great  extent  and  value  have  been  made  upon 
its  faith.  It  is  conceded  to  be  of  the  utmost  importance  to  the 
prosperity  of  the  country  that  titles  to  lands  and  to  minerals  in 
them  shfidl  be  settled,  and  not  be  the  subject  of  constant  and 
ever-recurring  disputes  and  litigation,  to  the  disturbance  of  in- 
dividuals, and  the  annoyance  of  the  public.  We  do  not  think 
that  any  apprehension  of  disturbance  in  titles  from  the  views 
we  assert  need  arise.  The  law  places  under  the  supervision 
of  the  Interior  Department  and  its  subordinate  officers,  acting 
under  its  direction,  the  control  of  all  matters  affecting  the 
disposition  of  public  lands  of  the  United  States,  and  the  ad- 
justment of  private  claims  to  them  under  the  legislation  of 
Congress.  It-  can  hear  contestants  and  decide  upon  the 
respective  merits  of  their  claims.  It  can  investigate  and 
settle  the  contentions  of  all  persons  with  respect  to  such 
claims.  It  can  hear  evidence  upon  and  determine  the  char- 
acter of  lands  to  which  different  parties  assert  a  right ;  and 
when  the  controversy  before  it  is  fully  considered  and  ended, 
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it  can  issue  to  the  rightful  claimant  the  patent  provided  by 
law,  specifying  that  the  lands  are  of  the  character  for  which 
a  patent  is  authorized.  It  can  thus  determine  whether  the 
lands  called  for  are  swamp  lands,  timber  lands,  agricultural 
lands,  or  mineral  lands,  and  so  designate  them  in  the  patent 
which  it  issues.  The  act  of  Congress  making  the  grant  to 
the  plaintiff  provides  for  the  issue  of  a  patent  to  the  grantee 
for  the  land  claimed,  and  as  the  grant  excludes  mineral  lands 
in  the  direction  for  such  patent  to  issue,  the  Land  Office  can 
examine  into  the  character  of  the  lands,  and  designate  it  in 
its  conveyance. 

It  is  the  established  doctrine,  expressed  in  numerous  deci- 
sions of  this  court,  that  wherever  Congress  has  provided  for 
the  disposition  of  any  portion  of  the  public  lands,  of  a  par- 
ticular character,  and  authorizes  the  officers  of  the  I^d 
Department  to  issue  a  patent  for  such  land  upon  ascertain- 
ment of  certain  facts,  that  department*  has  jurisdiction  to 
inquire  into  and  determine  as  to  the  existence  of  such  facts, 
and  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  imposition,  or  mistake,  its  deter- 
mination is  conclusive  against  collateral  attack. 

In  Smelting  Co.  v.  Kemp,  104  U.  S.  636,  640,  641,  this  court 
thus  spoke  of  the  Land  Department  in  the  transfer  of  public 
lands :  "  The  patent  of  the  United  States  is  the  conveyance 
by  which  the  nation  passes  its  title  to  portions  of  the  public 
domain.  For  the  transfer  of  that  title  the  law  has  made 
numerous  provisions,  designating  the  persons  who  may  acquire 
it  and  the  terms  of  its  acquisition.  That  the  provisions  may 
be  properly  carried  out  the  Land  Department,  as  part  of  the 
administrative  and  executive  branch  of  the  government,  has 
been  created  to  supervise  all  the  various  proceedings  taken 
to  obtain  the  title  from  their  commencement  to  their  close. 
In  the  course  of  their  duty  the  officers  of  that  department 
are  constantly  called  upon  to  hear  testimony  as  to  matters 
presented  for  their  consideration  and  to  pass  upon  its  com- 
petency, credibility,  and  weight.  In  that  respect  they  exer- 
cise a  judicial  function,  and  therefore  it  has  been  held  in 
Taiious  instances  by  this  court  that  their  judgment  as  to 
matters  of  fact  properly  determinable  by  them  is  conclusive, 
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when  brought  to  notice  in  a  collateral  proceeding.  Their 
judgment  in  such  cases  is  like  that  of  other  special  tribunals 
upon  matters  within  their  exclusive  jurisdiction,  unaasailable 
except  by  a  direct  proceeding  for  its  correction  or  annulment 
The  execution  and  record  of  the  patent  are  the  final  acts  of 
the  officers  of  the  government  for  the  transfer  of  its  title, 
and  as  they  can  be  lawfully  performed  only  after  certain 
steps  have  been  taken,  that  instrument,  duly  signed,  counter- 
signed, and  sealed,  not  merely  operates  to  pass  the  title,  bat 
is  in  the  nature  of  an  official  declaration  by  that  branch  of 
the  government  to  which  the  alienation  of  the  public  lands, 
under  the  law,  is  entrusted,  that  all  the  requirements  prelim- 
inary to  its  issue  have  been  complied  with.  The  presump- 
tions thus  attending  it  are  not  open  to  rebuttal  in  an  action 
of  law." 

In  Siede  v.  Smdting  Co.,  106  U.  S.  447,  450,  the  language 
of  the  court  was  that :  "  The  Land  Department,  as  we  have 
repeatedly  said,  was  established  to  supervise  various  proceed- 
ings whereby  a  conveyance  of  the  title  from  the  United  States 
to  portions  of  the  public  domain  is  obtained,  and  to  see  that 
the  requirements  of  different  acts  of  Congress  are  fully  com- 
plied with.  Necessarily,  therefore,  it  must  consider  and  pass 
upon  the  qualification  of  the  applicant,  the  acts  he  has  per- 
formed to  secure  the  title,  the  nature  of  the  land,  and  whether 
it  is  of  the  class  which  is  open  to  sale.  Its  judgment  upon 
these  matters  is  that  of  a  special  tribunal,  and  is  unaasailable 
except  by  direct  proceedings  for  its  annulment  or  limitation." 

In  Beath  v.  WaUacey  138  U.  S.  573,  585,  it  was  held  that 
'^  the  question  whether  or  not  lands  returned  as  '  subject  to 
periodical  overfiow '  are  '  swamp  and  overfiowed  lands '  is  a 
question  of  fact  properly  determinable  by  the  Land  Depart- 
ment." And  Mr.  Justice  Lamar  added :  '^  It  is  settled  by  an 
unbroken  Une  of  decisions  of  this  court  in  land  jurisprudence 
that  the  decisions  of  that  department  upon  matters  of  fact 
within  its  jurisdiction  are,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  imposi- 
tion, conclusive  and  binding  on  the  courts  of  the  country.'' 
If  the  Land  Department  must  decide  what  lands  shall  not  be 
patented  because  reserved,  sold,  granted,  or  otherwise  appro- 
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priated,  or  because  not  free  from  preemption  or  other  claims  or 
rights  at  the  time  the  line  of  the  road  is  definitely  fixed,  it 
must  also  decide  whether  lands  are  excepted  because  they  are 
mineral  lands.  It  has  always  exercised  this  jurisdiction  in 
patenting  lands  which  were  alleged  to  be  mineral,  or  in  refus- 
ing to  patent  them  because  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to 
show  that  they  contained  minerals  in  such  quantities  as 
to  justify  the  issue  of  the  patent.  If,  as  suggested  by  coun- 
sel, when  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  under  considera- 
tion a  hst  of  lands  to  be  patented  to  the  Northern  Pacific 
Bailroad  Company,  it  is  shown  that  part  of  said  lands  contain 
minerals  of  gold  and  silver,  discovered  since  the  company's 
location  of  its  road  opposite  thereto,  he  would  not  perform  his 
doty,  stated  in  Knigkt  v.  Lcmd  AaaocicUian,  142  U.  S.  161, 
178,  as  the  ^^  supervising  agent  of  the  government  to  do  jus- 
tice to  all  claims  and  preserve  the  rights  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States,"  by  certifying  the  list  until  corrected  in  ac- 
oordance  with  the  discoveries  made  known  to  the  department. 
He  would  not  otherwise  discharge  the  trust  reposed  in  him  in 
the  administration  of  the  law  respecting  the  public  domain. 

There  are  undoubtedly  many  cases  arising  before  the 
Land  Department  in  the  disposition  of  the  public  lands  where 
it  will  be  a  matter  of  much  difficulty  on  the  part  of  its  offi- 
cers to  ascertain  with  accuracy  whether  the  lands  to  be  dis- 
posed of  are  to  be  deemed  mineral  lands  or  agricultural 
lands,  and  in  such  cases  the  rule  adopted  that  they  will  be 
considered  mineral  or  agricultural  as  they  are  more  valuable 
in  the  one  class  or  the  other,  may  be  sound.  The  officers  will 
be  governed  by  the  knowledge  of  the  lands  obtained  at  the 
time  as  to  their  real  character.  The  determination  of  the 
fact  by  those  officers  that  they  are  one  or  the  other  will  be 
considered  as  conclusive. 

In  the  case  of  the  Central  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  v. 
Valentinej  11  Land  Dec.  238,  246,  the  late  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  Mr.  Noble,  speaks  of  the  practice  of  the  Land  Depart- 
ment in  issuing  patents  to  railroad  lands.  His  language  is : 
^'  The  very  fact,  if  it  be  true,  that  the  office  of  the  patent  is  to 
define  and  identify  the  land  granted,  and  to  evidence  the 
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title  which  vested  by  the  act,  necessarily  implies  that  there 
exists  jurisdiction  in  some  tribunal  to  ascertain  and  determine 
what  lands  were  subject  to  the  grant  and  capable  of  passing 
thereunder.  Now,  this  jurisdiction  is  in  the  Land  Depart- 
ment, and  it  continues,  as  we  have  seen,  until  the  lands  have 
been  either  patented  or  certified  to  or  for  the  use  of  the  rail- 
road company.  By  reason  of  this  jurisdiction  it  has  been  the 
practice  of  that  department  for  many  years  past  to  refuse  to 
issue  patents  to  railroad  companies  for  lands  found  to  be 
mineral  in  character  at  any  time  before  the  date  of  patent. 
Moreover,  I  am  informed  by  the  officers  in  charge  of  the 
mineral  division  of  the  Land  Department  that  ever  since  the 
year  1867  (the  date  when  that  division  was  organized)  it  has 
been  the  uniform  practice  to  allow  and  maintain  mineral 
locations  within  the  geographical  limits  of  railroad  grants, 
based  upon  discoveries  made  at  any  time  before  patent  or 
certification  where  patent  is  not  required.  This  practice 
having  been  uniformly  followed  and  generally  accepted  for 
so  long  a  time  there  ^ould  be,  in  my  judgment,  the  dearest 
evidence  of  error  as  well  as  the  strongest  reasons  of  policy 
and  justice  controlling  before  a  departure  from  it  should  be 
sanctioned.    It  has,  in  effect,  become  a  rule  of  property." 

It  is  true  that  the  patent  has  been  issued  in  many  instance 
without  the  investigation  and  consideration  which  the  pubUc 
interest  requires ;  but  if  that  has  been  done  without  fraud, 
though  unadvisedly  by  officers  of  the  government  charged 
with  the  duty  of  supervising  and  attending  to  the  preparation 
and  issue  of  such  patents,  the  consequence  must  be  borne  by 
the  government  until  by  further  legislation  a  stricter  r^rd 
to  their  duties  in  that  respect  can  be  enforced  upon  them. 
The  fact  remains  that  under  the  law  the  duty  of  determining 
the  character  of  the  lands  granted  by  Congress,  and  stating 
it  in  instruments  transferring  the  title  of  the  government  to 
the  grantees,  reposes  in  officers  of  the  Land  Department 
Until  such  patent  is  issued,  defining  the  character  of  the  land 
granted  and  showing  that  it  is  non-mineral,  it  will  not  comply 
with  the  act  of  Congress  in  which  the  grant  before  us  was 
made  to  plaintiff.    The  grant,  even  when  all  the  acts  required 
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of  the  grantees  are  performed,  only  passes  a  title  to  non-min- 
eral lands ;  but  a  patent  issued  in  proper  form,  upon  a  judg- 
ment rendered  after  a  due  examination  of  the  subject  by 
officers  of  the  Land  Department,  charged  with  its  preparation 
and  issue,  that  the  lands  were  non-mineral,  would,  unless  set 
aside  and  annulled  by  direct  proceedings,  estop  the  govern- 
ment from  contending  to  the  contrary,  and  as  we  have  already 
said  in  the  absence  of  fraud  in  the  officers  of  the  department, 
would  be  conclusive  in  subsequent  proceedings  respecting  the 
title. 

The  delay  of  the  government  in  issuing  a  patent  to  the 
plaintiff,  of  which  great  complaint  is  made,  does  not  affect 
the  power  of  the  company,  to  assert  in  the  meantime,  by  pos- 
sessory action,  (as  held  in  Deseret  Salt  Compamy  v.  Ta/rp&y, 
14S  XJ.  S.  241,)  its  right  to  lands  which  are  in  fact  non-min- 
eral. But  such  delay,  as  well  observed,  cannot  have  the 
effect  of  entitling  it  to  recover,  as  is  contended  in  this  case, 
lands  which  it  admits  to  be  mineral.  The  government  cannot 
be  reasonably  expected  to  issue  its  patent,  and  it  is  not  author- 
ized to  do  so,  without  excepting  mineral  lands,  until  it  has  had 
an  opportunity  to  have  the  country,  or  that  part  of  it  for 
which  a  patent  is  sought,  sufficiently  explored  to  justify  its 
declaration  in  the  patent,  which  would  be  taken  as  its  deter- 
mination, that  no  mineral  lands  exist  therein. 

On  the  other  hand,  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  in  this 
case  would  enlarge  the  grant  of  the  government  against  its 
oft-repeated  exception  of  mineral  lands,  and  give  to  the  plain- 
tiff the  vast  mineral  wealth  of  the  States  through  which  the 
grant  passes.  It  would  render  the  plaintiff  corporation  impe- 
rial in  its  resources  —  one  that  would  far  outshine  '^  the  wealth 
of  Ormus  and  of  Ind."  And,  as  counsel  justly  observes,  the 
same  rule  would  apply  to  all  our  transcontinental  railroads 
and  give  to  them  nearly  all  our  mineral  lands,  when  Congress 
has  time  and  again  declared  that  they  should  have  no  mineral 
lands,  and  that  no  act  of  Congress  should  be  construed  to  give 
them  any ;  and  that  they  ^^  in  all  cases  shall  be  and  are  re- 
served exclusively  to  the  United  States  unless  otherwise  spec- 
ially provided  in  the  act  or  acts  making  the  grant." 
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It  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  this  subject  any  further.  We 
will  only  observe  that  we  do  not  notice  the  numerous  assertions 
made  in  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff,  as  to  what  has  been 
decided  by  this  court  and  what  is  the  settled  rule  in  cases  of 
railroad  grants  by  Congress  embracing  mineral  lands,  the  cor- 
rectness of  which  we  do  not  admit.  The  official  reports  wiQ 
disclose  wherein  the  errors  lie  sufficiently  for  the  attainment 
of  accuracy  of  statement  in  matters  of  judicial  decision. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case,  not  having  a  patent,  and  relying 
solely  upon  its  grant,  which  gives  no  title  to  the  minerals 
within  any  of  its  lands,  shows  by  its  complaint  no  cause  of 
action  for  the  possession  of  the  mineral  lands  claimed.  The 
demurrer  of  the  defendants  should  have  been  sustained,  and 
judgment  entered  thereon  in  their  favor. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  this 
case  must  be 

Reversed  and  the  cauee  remanded  to  that  oatirtwiih  direoiians 
to  sustain  the  demurrer  of  the  defendants  and  enter  judff- 
ment  thereon  in  thevrfa/oor  with  costs, 

Mb.  Justice  Bbbwrb,  with  whom  concurred  Mb.  Justtoi 
Gbat  and  Mb.  Justice  Shibas,  dissenting. 

I  dissent  from  the  opinion  and  judgment  of  the  court  in  this 
case.  The  burden  of  the  opinion  seems  to  be  that  the  mag- 
nitude of  that  which  is  supposed  to  pass  by  the  grant,  as  con- 
strued by  defendant  in  error,  is  so  great  that  it  cannot  be 
believed  that  Congress  intended  to  make  such  a  donation; 
and,  therefore,  rules  of  decision,  repeatedly  affirmed  and 
hitherto  the  settled  law  in  the  construction  of  such  grants, 
are  set  aside  and  a  new  rule  established,  whether  applicable 
to  this  grant  alone,  or  also  hereafter  to  be  considered  as  appli- 
cable to  the  whole  body  of  law  in  respect  to  public  lands  I 
know  not,  nor  is  it  affirmed.  I  respectfully  insist  that  the  mag- 
nitude of  the  loss  supposed  to  result  to  the  government  is  a 
mere  chimera  of  the  imagination  —  ignotum  pro  magnifico  — 
and  that  even  if  it  be  ever  so  great,  it  furnishes  no  ground  for 
a  departure  from  settled  rules  and  established  law. 
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The  grant  of  land  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany is  enormons;  no  one  disputes  that;  but  before  being 
appalled  by  its  magnitude  it  is  fitting  that  a  comparison  be 
made  between  it  and  others,  accepted  and  construed  without 
fear  of  results.  If  it  be  said  that  its  total  area  is  vastly  in 
excess  of  that  of  any  other  Congressional  grant,  it  must  at 
the  same  time  be  remembered  that  the  length  of  the  road,  in 
aid  of  whose  construction  it  was  made,  is  also  greatly  in  ex- 
cess of  that  of  any  other  road  theretofore  or  since  thus  aided. 
The  only  fair  method  of  comparison  is  that  by  mile.  Tested 
in  that  way  it  is  the  same  as  other  grants.  Texas  Pacific 
Railroad  grant.  Act  of  March  3,  1871,  c.  122, 16  Stat  673. 
And  it  is  only  twice  as  large  as  that  to  the  Union  Pacific 
Railroad  and  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad,  and  they  in  addi- 
tion were  aided  by  the  bonds  of  the  nation  to  the  amount  of 
$16,000  a  mile,  with  an  increase  (in  the  mountainous  portions 
of  the  road)  to  $32,000  per  mile.  I  affirm  that  the  value  of 
the  grant,  unquestioned  hitherto,  to  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
road and  the  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Companies  was  greater 
per  mile  than  that  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
and  that  this  defendant  in  error  would  at  any  time  have  been 
glad  to  make  an  exchange  therefor  mile  for  mile. 

It  is  true  that  the  country  through  which  this  proposed 
road  was  to  run  was,  in  1864,  an  unknown  and  uninhabited 
region,  but  I  deduce  therefrom  a  conclusion  the  very  opposite 
of  that  drawn  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  corporation, 
the  redpient  of  this  grant,  would  never  have  moved  in  the  con- 
stroction  of  the  road  if  it  had  not  supposed  that,  upon  the  defi- 
nite location  of  its  line,  it  would  receive,  in  accordance  with  the 
rulings  of  this  court,  an  absolute  and  unquestioned  title  to  all 
the  lands  within  the  limits  of  its  grant,  at  that  time  not  taken 
by  homestead  or  preemption  right  and  not  known  to  be  min- 
eral lands,  and  thus  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  grant ; 
neither  would  the  mortgage  placed  upon  the  road  and  its  land 
grant,  as  authorized  by  the  act  of  Congress,  have  ever  success- 
fully appealed  to  the  confidence  of  the  possessors  of  money 
except  upon  like  belief.  The  limits  of  the  place  lands  were 
fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  and  also  the  limits  of  the  in- 
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demnity  lands.  If  at  the  time  of  the  definite  location  there 
was  no  certainty  as  to  what  lands  within  the  place  limits 
passed  by  the  grant,  there  was  also  an  equal  uncertainty  as 
to  what  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  could  be  selected, 
and  an  absolute  impossibility  of  maJcing  any  selection  becanae 
of  ignorance  as  to  the  extent  of  the  loss  in  the  place  limits; 
and  when  it  is  affirmed  that  at  the  time  of  the  definite  location 
there  was  no  certainty  as  to  whether  any  lands  passed  by  this 
grant  either  within  the  place  or  indemnity  limits,  the  asser- 
tion is  necessarily  that  the  mortgagees  were  invited  to  loan 
their  money  upon  a  security,  of  the  existence  of  any  part  of 
which  there  was  no  certainty,  and  could  not  be  any  certainty, 
until  after  Congress  by  a  subsequent  act  had  appropriated 
money  for  an  exploration,  of  which  there  is  no  hint  in  the 
granting  act.  Such  an  assertion  is  equivalent  to  saying  that 
Congress  invited  parties  to  lend  upon  real  estate  security,  the 
title  to  no  acre  of  which  no  act  of  mortgagor  or  mortgagee 
could  ever  certainly  secure.  It  may  be  that  in  the  far  days 
to  come  (and  thirty  years  have  passed  since  the  passage  of 
the  act  without  any  effort  on  the  part  of  Congress  in  that 
direction)  it  shall  suit  Congress  to  appropriate  money  for  an 
exploration  of  the  character  of  these  lands,  and  it  may  then 
be  found  that  every  quarter  section,  though  not  known  to  be 
when  the  line  was  definitely  located  and  the  road  fully  con- 
structed, is  in  fact  possessed  of  minerals,  and  therefore  ex- 
cepted from  the  operation  of  the  grant.  I  respectfully  submit 
that  it  ought  not  to  be  imputed  to  Congress  that  it  invited  a 
loan  on  securities  which  might  turn  out  to  be  but  apples  of 
Sodom  —  beautiful  to  the  eye,  but  ashes  to  the  taste. 

Much  is  said  of  the  possible  mineral  wealth  within  the  area 
of  this  grant,  and  we  are  told  that,  when  the  government  was 
in  the  financial  stress  caused  by  the  war,  it  is  not  to  be 
supposed  that  Congress  would  willingly  throw  away  this 
enormous  mineral  wealth;  but  surely  that  suggestion  has 
not  even  the  semblance  of  force.  There  has  been  no  reserva- 
tion of  mines  or  minerals  to  the  government.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  entire  purpose  in  respect  to  mines  has  been  and  is 
expressed  in  the  two  rules :  First,  ordinary  lands  are  given  to 
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all  wUling  to  make  homesteads  of  them,  and  sold  to  others 
for  $1.25  per  acre,  and  when  conveyed  carried  all  mines  and 
minerals  beneath  the  surface;  second,  as  to  the  ungranted 
and  still  public  lands,  they  are  open  to  exploration  by  individ- 
uals, and  the  discoverer  of  mines  is  entitled  to  purchase  the 
land,  embracing  the  mines,  on  the  payment  of  $5  per  acre,  if 
the  mine  is  a  lode  or  vein,  and  $2.50  an  acre  if  it  is  a  placer 
mine. 

Obviously  no  visions  of  an  undiscovered  "  wealth  of  Ormus 
or  of  Ind,"  out  of  which  the  debts  of  the  war  were  to  be  paid, 
floated  before  the  eyes  of  Congress  when  this  legislation  was 
pending  and  prompted  the  exception  of  mineral  lands.  The 
only  purpose  was  to  secure  to  the  individual  explorer  an 
opportunity  to  search  for  the  as  yet  undiscovered  mines.  But 
that  purpose  was  no  more  significant  and  no  stronger  than 
that  to  secure  to  the  individual  emigrant  the  opportunity  to 
acquire  a  homestead,  or  to  preempt  a  farm.  And  this  right, 
as  always  held,  expired  when  the  definite  location  of  the  road 
was  made.  Under  what  theory  can  it  be  said  that  it  was 
more  important  and  more  within  the  thought  of  Congress  to 
give  time  to  the  individual  to  hunt  through  the  country  in 
pursuit  of  mines  than  to  the  emigrant  pioneer  to  locate  a 
home  or  purchase  a  farm  ? 

But  it  is  said  that  Congress  never  meant  that  this  vast 
mineral  wealth  should  pass  to  this  corporation,  and  that  the 
individual  must  contract  with  that  corporation  for  the  purchase 
of  any  mine.  And  yet  with  a  strange  inconsistency,  as  it 
.^eems  to  me,  before  the  opinion  is  closed  it  is  declared,  in  effect, 
that  Congress  meant  that  when  the  President  should  issue  a 
patent,  the  mineral  wealth,  vast  as  it  is  supposed  to  be,  should 
then  pass  to  the  corporation.  If  Congress  by  its  legislation 
excluded  mineral  landd  from  the  scope  of  this  grant,  then 
surely  no  executive  officer  is  authorized  to  convey  mineral 
lands,  and  even  the  patent  of  the  President  passes  no  title 
thereto.  The  concession  that  a  patent  conveys  the  mines  as 
incident  to  the  conveyance  of  the  land  is  a  concession  that  the 
language  of  the  grant,  excluding  from  the  operation  of  the 
grant  mineral  lands,  is  not  to  be  taken  absolutely ;  and  leaves 
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the  only  difference  between  the  opinion  of  the  court  and  my 
own  that  of  the  time  as  to  which  the  identification  of  the  lands 
as  mineral  lands  is  to  be  had. 

Coming  to  the  matter  of  identification,  the  rule  uniformly 
laid  down  heretofore  —  in  the  construction  of  all  railroad 
grants,  including  those  with  like  exception  of  mineral  lands— 
has  been  that  the  identification  takes  place  at  the  time  of  the 
definite  location.  Out  of  the  multitude  of  cases  in  which  this 
doctrine  has  been  laid  down  I  quote  from  one  in  which  this 
very  grant  to  the  Northern  Pacific  was  under  consideration. 

In  St  Paid  <6  Pacific  Railroad  v.  Northern  Pacific  RaU- 
Toad^  139  U.  S.  1,  5,  it  was  said : 

'^  As  seen  by  the  terms  of  the  third  section  of  the  act,  the 
grant  is  one  inprcBsenti  ;  that  is,  it  purports  to  pass  a  present 
title  to  the  lands  designated  by  alternate  sections,  subject  to 
such  exceptions  and  reservations  as  may  arise  from  sale,  grant, 
preemption  or  other  disposition  previous  to  the  time  the  \ 
definite  route  of  the  road  is  fixed.    .    .    . 

'^  This  is  the  construction  given  to  similar  grants  by  this 
court,  where  the  question  has  often  been  considered ;  indeed, 
it  is  so  well  settled  as  to  be  no  longer  open  to  discussion. 
Soh/ulenherg  v.  Harriman,  21  Wall.  44,  60;  Leavenworth^ 
Lawrence^  dkc.  Railroad  Co.  v.  United  States^  92  [J.  S.  733; 
JfissouHy  Kansas^  <6o.  Railway  v.  Kansas  Pacific  Railway^ 
97  U.  S.  491 ;  Rail/road  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  103  U.  S.  426.    .   .  . 

'^  It  is  contended  that  they  are  qualified,  and  restricted  by 
the  provision  of  the  fourth  section,  that  whenever  twenty-five 
miles  of  the  road  are  completed  in  a  good,  substantial,  and 
workmanlike  manner,  and  the  commissioners  appointed  to 
examine  the  same  have  made  a  report  to  that  effect  to  the 
President,  patents  shall  be  issued  ^  confirming  to  said  company 
the  right  and  title  to  said  lands,  situated  opposite  to,  and 
coterminous  with,  said  completed  section  of  said  road.'  This 
provision,  it  is  urged,  is  inconsistent  with  the  theory  that  a 
title  to  the  lands  had  previously  vested  in  the  company.  We 
do  not  think  so.  There  are  many  reasons  why  patents  should 
be  issued  upon  the  completion  of  each  section  of  the  road. 
They  would  not  only  identify  the  lands  as  coterminous  with 
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the  C5omplete(l  section,  but  they  would  be  evidence  that,  as  to 
that  portion  of  the  road,  the  conditions  of  the  grant  had  be^n 
complied  with,  and  that  it  was  thus  freed  from  any  liability 
to  forfeiture  for  a  disregard  of  them.  They  would  also 
obviate  the  necessity  of  any  further  evidence  of  the  grantee's 
title.  As  deeds  of  further  assurance  they  would  thus  be  of 
great  value  in  giving  quiet  and  peace  to  the  grantee's  posses- 
sion. There  are  many  instances  in  the  legislation  of  Congress 
where  patents  are  authorized  to  be  issued  to  parties  in  further 
assurance  of  their  title,  notwithstanding  a  previous  legislative 
grant  to  them  or  a  legislative  confirmation  of  a  previously 
existing  claim.  The  previous  grant  or  confirmation  is  in  no 
respect  impaired  thereby,  or  its  construction  affected.  See  on 
this  point  Langdeau  v.  HaneSy  21  Wall.  621 ;  Wright  v.  Rose- 
herry,  121  U.  S.  488,  497." 

I  refer  also  to  the  case  of  Deseret  Salt  Co,  v.  Tarpet/y  142 
IT.  S.  241,  247.  That  was  a  case  involving  the  construction  of 
the  grant  to  the  Central  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  which 
grant,  as  the  one  before  us,  excluded  from  its  operation 
mineral  lands ;  no  patent  had  issued  for  the  particular  tracts ; 
the  plaintiff  claimed  by  lease  from  the  Central  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company,  and  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against 
the  defendant  in  possession.  The  trial  court  charged  the  jury 
that,  although  no  patent  had  been  issued,  on  the  definite 
location  of  the  line  of  the  road,  the  title  to  the  lands  within 
the  place  limits  passed  to  the  company  unless  they  had  been 
previously  sold,  reserved,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the 
United  States,  or  a  preemption,  homestead,  swamp-land,  or 
other  lawful  claim  had  attached  to  them,  or  they  were  known 
to  be  mineral  lands  or  were  returned  as  such.  A  judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  such  an  instruction  was 
sustained  by  this  court,^  and  it  was  distinctly  held  that  a  full 
title  had  passed  to  the  railroad  company.  There  was  no  pre- 
tence in  that  case  of  any  ruling  as  to  the  character  of  ttie  land 
by  the  Interior  Department  or  any  determination  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  that  this  was  not  mineral  land.  In 
disposing  of  the  case  this  court  said  : 

''  By  the  terms  of  the  act  making  the  grant  the  contention 
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of  the  defendant  is  not  supported.  Those  terms  import  the 
transfer  of  a  present  title,  not  one  to  be  made  in  the  future. 
They  are  that  *  there  be  and  is  hereby  granted '  to  the  company 
every  alternate  section  of  the  lands.  No  partial  or  limited 
interest  is  designated,  but  the  lands  themselves  are  granted,  as 
they  are  described  by  the  sections  mentioned.  Whatever  in- 
terest the  United  States  possessed  in  the  lands  was  covered  by 
those  terms,  unless  they  were  qualified  by  subsequent  pro- 
visions, a  position  to  be  presently  considered. 

^^  In  a  great  number  of  cases  grants  containing  similar  terms 
have  been  before  this  court  for  consideration.  They  hare 
always  received  the  same  construction,  that  unless  the  terms 
are  restricted  by  other  clauses,  they  import  a  grant  inprcBsenti, 
caiTying  at  once  the  interest  of  the  grantor  in  the  lands  de- 
scribed. Schulenherg  v.  Harriman^  21  Wall.  44 ;  Leavenworth^ 
Lawrence  dk  Oalveston  Railroad  v.  United  States^  92  C.  S. 
733. 

"  In  Wisconsin  Central  Hailroad  Co.  v.  Price  County^  133 
U.  S.  496,  507,  referring  to  the  different  acts  of  Congress 
making  grants  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  railroads,  we 
stated  that  they  were  similar  in  their  general  provisions,  and 
had  been  before  this  court  for  consideration  at  different  times, 
and  of  the  title  they  passed  we  said :  ^  The  title  conferred  was 
a  present  one,  so  as  to  insure  the  donation  for  the  construction 
of  the  road  proposed  against  any  revocation  by  Congress,  ex- 
cept for  non-performance  of  the  work  within  the  period  desig- 
nated, accompanied,  however,  with  such  restrictions  upon  the 
use  and  disposal  of  the  lands  as  to  prevent  their  diversion  from 
the  purposes  of  the  grant.' 

"  As  the  sections  granted  were  to  be  within  a  certain  dis- 
tance on  each  side  of  the  line  of  the  contemplated  railroad, 
they  could  not  be  located  until  the  line  of  the  road  was  fixed. 
The  grant  was,  therefore,  in  the  nature  of  a  *  float ; '  but,  when 
the  roiite  of  the  road  was  definitely  fixed,  the  sections  granted 
became  susceptible  of  identification,  and  the  title  then  attached 
as  of  the  date  of  the  grant,  except  as  to  such  parcels  as  bad 
been  in  the  meantime  under  its  provisions  appropriated  to 
other  purposes. 
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"  That  doctrine  is  very  clearly  stated  in  the  Leavenworth 
case  cited  above,  where  the  language  of  the  grant  was  iden- 
tical with  that  of  the  one  under  consideration,  and  the  court 
said  :  *  There  be  and  is  hereby  granted,'  are  words  of  absolute 
donation  and  import  a  grant  inprcssenti.  This  court  has  held 
that  they  can  have  no  other  meaning,  and  the  land  depart- 
ment, on  this  interpretation  of  them,  has  uniformly  admin- 
istered every  previous  similar  grant.  They  vest  a  present  title 
in  the  State  of  Kansas,  (the  grantee  named,)  though  a  survey 
of  the  lands  and  a  location  of  the  road  are  necessary  to  give 
precision  to  it  and  attach  it  to  any  particular  tract.  The  grant 
then  becomes  certain,  and,  by  relation,  has  the  same  effect 
upon  the  selected  parcels  as  if  it  had  specifically  described 
them. 

"  The  terms  used  in  the  granting  clause  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  the  interpretation  thus  given  to  them,  exclude  the 
idea  that  they  are  to  be  treated  as  words  of  contract  or  prom- 
ise rather  than,  as  they  naturally  import,  as  words  indicating 
an  immediate  transfer  of  interest.  The  title  transferred  is  a 
legal  title,  as  distinguished  from  an  equitable  or  inchoate  in- 
terest.'^ 

It  is  a  misconstruction  of  the  decision  to  say  that  the  court 
only  held  that  an  action  could  be  maintained  for  the  posses- 
sion of  lands  not  mineral.  For  it  was  neither  alleged  nor 
proved  that  the  lands  were  not  mineral,  but  simply  that  at 
the  date  of  the  definite  location  they  were  not  known  to  be 
mineral.  The  same  allegation  and  proof  could  have  been  made 
in  this  case  if  the  action  had  been  brought  two  years  before 
the  discovery  of  the  mineral  and  four  years  after  the  definite 
location,  and  the  court  then,  under  the  authority  of  the  Tarpey 
cage,  would  have  been  compelled  to  sustain  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  company,  declaring  it  the  owner  of  the  land, 
while  now  it  enters  the  very  opposite  judgment  that  the 
company  is  not  the  owner.  So,  in  the  Tarpey  case^  if  the  day 
after  the  opinion  of  this  court  had  been  announced  some 
enterprising  explorer  had  discovered  a  mine  of  value  within 
the  limits  of  the  tract  in  controversy  in  that  case,  following 
this  opinion  the  court  would  have  been  compelled  to  hold  that 
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the  company  had  no  title,  never  had  had  any  title,  although  it 
had  affirmed  a  judgment  declaring  that  it  had  the  title.  It  is 
impossible  to  uphold  such  a  difference  of  ruling  on  anything 
equivalent  to  a  condition  subsequent.  For  as  held  in  SchuUi^ 
berg  v.  Sarriman^  21  Wall.  44,  no  one  can  take  advantage  of 
the  non-performance  of  such  a  condition  but  the  grantor  or 
his  heirs  or  successors,  and  the  government  has  taken  no  action 
in  respect  to  the  title  to  this  tract  since  the  discovery  of  the 
mineral 

These  decisions  could  be  supplemented  by  a  score  and  more 
in  which  the  same  doctrine  has  been  affirmed  and  reaffirmed 
until,  as  said  in  the  quotation  first  above  made,  "  it  is  so  well 
settled  as  to  be  no  longer  open  to  discussion.^'  All  these  aathor 
ities  are  in  effect  wholly  overthrown  by  this  decision,  for  there 
is  no  identification  of  the  lands  passing  by  the  grant  unless  it 
is  known  and  can  be  known  at  the  time  what  lands  pass. 
Take  any  particular  mile  of  the  road ;  on  either  side  of  the 
line,  as  located,  there  are  twenty  alternate  sections  within  the 
place  limits.  By  the  rule  now  laid  down,  the  title  to  no  one 
of  these  twenty  sections  passes  to  the  company,  because  it  is 
not  known  absolutely  which  are  mineral  lands.  So  far  as 
known,  none  may  be  mineral,  and  yet,  as  in  this  case  before 
us,  six  years  after  that  line  of  definite  location  an  exploration 
develops  the  fact  of  minerals,  and  then  it  is  declared  that  the 
title  did  not  pass.  When  you  simply  say,  as  the  court  does  in 
this  opinion,  that  out  of  those  twenty  sections  there  shall  pass 
the  title  to  such  lands  as  shall  thereafter  be  found  or  be  dete^ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  be  non-mineral 
lands,  you  say  in  effect  that,  there  is  no  identification  of  a 
single  tract.  This  court  has  hitherto  said  that  when  the  line 
of  definite  location  was  fixed  the  lands  granted  were  identi- 
fied. That  means,  if  it  means  anything,  that  the  particular  tracts 
which  passed  by  the  grant  were  disclosed.  Now  it  is  said 
that  they  are  not  disclosed,  and  cannot  be  identified  as  passing 
by  the  grant  until  it  shall  be  affirmatively  proved  that  they 
do  not  contain  mines,  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has 
determined  that  they  are  not  mineral  lands.  There  is,  there- 
fore, at  the  time  no  identification  of  the  particular  lands  which 
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pass,  as  has  always  heretofore  been  declared.  It  is  true,  as 
suggested,  that  it  is  no  uncommon  thing  to  make  a  grant  of 
lands  with  a  reservation  of  mines  or  minerals,  and  if  such  were 
the  reservation  in  this  case  there  would  be  no  question  as  to 
the  matter  of  identification;  but  there  is  in  this  case  no 
reservation  of  mines  or  minerals;  no  land  passes  with  a 
reservation  of  anything  underneath  the  surface.  There  is 
simply  an  exception  of  mineral  lands  from  the  operation  of 
the  grant,  and  there  has  got  to  be  something  to  separate  and 
distinguish  one  class  of  lands,  to  wit,  mineral  lands,  from  the 
other,  non-mineral  lands,  before  there  is  any  identification  as 
to  any  lands.  So,  unless  there  is  that  which,  at  the  time  of 
the  definite  location,  distinguishes  lands  non-mineral  from 
lands  mineral,  there  is  no  identification  of  any  particular  tract 
as  passing  under  this  grant. 

In  the  case  of  Davids  Administrator  v.  Weibholdj  189  U.  S. 
507,  524,  this  court  said : 

^^It  would  seem  from  this  uniform  construction  of  that 
department  of  the  government  specially  entrusted  with  super- 
vision of  proceedings  required  for  the  alienation  of  the  public 
lands,  including  those  that  embrace  minerals,  and  also  of  the 
courts  of  the  mining  States,  Federal  and  State,  whose  atten- 
tion has  been  called  to  the  subject,  that  the  exception  of 
mineral  lands  from  grant  in  the  acts  of  Congress  should  be 
considered  to  apply  only  to  such  lands  as  were  at  the  time  of 
the  grant  known  to  be  so  valuable  for  their  minerals  as  to 
justify  expenditure  for  their  extraction." 

And  again  on  page  519 : 

^^The  exceptions  of  mineral  lands  from  preemption  and 
settlement  and  from  grants  to  States  for  universities  and 
schools,  for  the  construction  of  public  buildings,  and  in  aid  of 
railroads  and  other  works  of  internal  improvements  are  not 
held  to  exclude  all  lands  in  which  minerals  may  be  found,  but 
only*  those  where  the  mineral  is  in  sufficient  quantity  to  add 
to  their  richness  and  to  justify  expenditure  for  its  extraction, 
and  known  to  be  so  at  the  date  of  the  grant." 

It  is  probably  unnecessary,  in  view  of  this  declaration  as  to 
the  uniform  construction  by  the  Land  Department,  to  refer  to 
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any  specific  rulings  therein,  and  yet  the  following  illustrations 
may  not  be  amiss :  By  the  act  of  March  3, 1853,  (10  Stat.  244,) 
it  was  provided  (sec.  6)  "  that  all  the  public  lands  in  the  State 
of  California,  whether  surveyed  or  unsurveyed,  ...  ex- 
cepting also  the  lands  claimed  under,  any  foreign  grant  or 
title,  and  the  mineral  lands,  shall  be  subject  to  the  pre^mptioii 
laws  of  fourth  September,  1841,  with  all  the  exceptions,  condi- 
tions, and  limitations  therein,  except  as  is  herein  otherwise 
provided."  In  a  circular  of  instructions  issued  to  the  registers 
and  receivers  in  California,  October  12, 1853,  construing  this 
act.  Commissioner  Wilson  defines  the  above  exception  of 
''  mineral  lands  "  as  '^  lands  on  which  are  situated  any  known 
salines  or  mines."    (1  Lester's  Land  Laws,  p.  698.) 

In  State  v.  Foley  cfe  Thomas^  (4  Copp's  L.  O.,)  this  question, 
as  stated  by  Secretary  Schurz,  was  presented,  arising  under 
the  Congressional  grant  of  school  lands  to  the  State  of 
California : 

"  Did  the  title  to  lands  in  said  sections  vest  in  the  State, 
upon  survey,  if  their  mineral  character  was  unknown  at  the 
time,  and  the  same  were  regarded  by  the  oflScers  of  the  gov- 
ernment as  ordinary  public  lands,  not  reserved  or  otherwise 
appropriated,  but  subject  to  disposal  under  the  general  laws  of 
the  United  States?" 

And  this  was  his  answer : 

''  In  compliance  with  the  doctrine  established  by  the  courts, 
it  must,  I  think,  be  held  that  the  title  vested  in  the  State  at 
tlie  date  of  the  survey,  when  the  land  was  not  known  to  be 
mineral,  or  was  not  treated  as  such  by  the  government  If, 
following  the  doctrines  of  the  courts,  the  grant  of  school  lands 
takes  effect  at  the  date  of  survey,  can  the  character  of  the 
land,  subsequently  determined,  change  or  affect  said  title  ?  If 
it  can,  for  how  long  a  period  can  such  change  be  affected? 
If  for  three  years,  why  not  for  ten  or  fifty,  or  after  the  title 
derived  from  the  State  has  been  transmitted  through  nupier- 
ous  grantees !  For  lands  confessedly  not  mineral  at  the  date 
of  survey,  may,  many  years  thereafter,  be  ascertained,  through 
the  improvements  in  mining  operations,  to  be  valuable  as 
mineral  lands.    To  maintain  such  a  doctrine  might  result  in 
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placing  in  jeopardy  the  title  held  by  grantees  to  all  the  school 
f  lands  in  California,  and  could  only  be  authorized  by  the  most 
positive  and  clearly  expressed  provisions  of  law.  In  my 
opinion,  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  which  can  thus  be  inter- 
preted. I  must,  therefore,  hold  that  the  discovery  of  the 
mineral  character  of  the  land  in  sections  16  and  36,  subse- 
quent to  survey,  does  not  defeat  the  title  of  the  State  to  the 
same  as  school  lands." 

Again,  the  Land  Department  can  acquire  no  knowledge  as 
to  whether  these  lands  are  mineral  or  not,  except  by  explora- 
tion, and  that  requires  the  labor  of  explorers  and  the  pay- 
ment of  their  comp)ensation  therefor.  That  Congress  never 
contemplated  that  there  should  be  any  such  exploration,  as 
a  condition  of  passage  of  title,  is  evident  from  the  fact  that 
thirty  years  have  passed  since  the  date  of  this  grant;  thirty- 
two  years  since  the  date  of  the  grant  to  the  tTnion  Pacific 
and  Central  Pacific  Railroad  Companies,  which  also  excluded 
mineral  lands,  and  never  has  an  act  been  passed,  or,  even  so 
far  as  we  are  advised,  even  a  bill  offered  in  Congress,  con- 
templating the  appropriation  of  a  single  dollar  for  such  an 
exploration.  Aside  from  an  exploration  conducted  by  the 
government,  at  its  expense,  the  only  way  that  knowledge 
could  be  acquired  would  be  through  the  personal  efforts  of 
individual  explorers.  Was  it  contemplated  by  tKis  act  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  have  authority  to  wait 
so  long  as  he  saw  fit  for  the  results  of  these  individual 
explorations  before  finding  and  determining  that  any  par- 
ticular tract  was  mineral  or  not  ?  Assuredly  a  suggestion  of 
such  a  purpose  on  the  part  of  Congress  would  border  closely 
on  disrespect  to  the  intelligence  and  integrity  of  that  body. 

But  Congress  knew  that  provision  had  already  been  made 
for  ascertaining  the  character  of  these  lands.  Bevised  Stat- 
utes, section  2395,  contains  these  provisions : 

"  Seventh.  Every  surveyor  shall  note  in  his  field-book  the 
true  situations  of  all  mines,  salt  licks,  salt  springs,  and  mill 
seats  which  come  to  his  knowledge,  all  watercourses  over 
which  the  line  he  runs  may  pass,  and  also  the  quality  of  the 
lands. 
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'^  Eighth.  These  fiekl-books  shall  be  returned  to  the  sur- 
veyor-general, who  shall  cause  therefrom  a  description  of  the 
whole  lauds  surveyed  to  be  made  out  and  transmitted  to  the 
officers  who  may  superintend  the  sales.  He  shall  also  cause 
a  fair  plat  to  be  made  of  the  townships  and  fractional  parte 
of  townships  contained  in  the  lands,  describing  the  subdivi- 
sions thereof,  and  the  marks  of  the  corners.  This  plat  shall 
be  recorded  in  books  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose ;  and  a  copy 
thereof  shall  be  kept  open  at  the  surveyor-general's  office  for 
public  information,  and  other  copies  shall  be  sent  to  the  places 
of  the  sale,  and  to  the  General  Land  Office." 

By  the  act  of  July  26,  1866,  c.  262, 14  Stat.  251,  the  mineral 
lands  of  the  public  domain  were  declared  to  be  free  and  open 
to  exploration  or  occupation,  and  provision  was  made  for  the 
entry  and  patenting  of  a  vein  or  lode  of  quartz  or  other  rock 
in  place,  bearing  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper. 

In  a  circular  of  instructions  issued  under  this  act,  January 
14, 1867,  the  Commissioner  says  of  section  11: 

"  In  order  to  enable  the  department  properly  to  give  effect 
to  this  section  of  the  law,  you  will  cause  your  deputy  sur- 
veyors to  describe  in  their  field-notes  of  surveys,  in  addition 
to  the  data  required  to  be  noted  in  the  printed  Manual  of  Sur- 
veying Instructions,  on  pages  17  and  18,  the  agricultural 
lands,  and  represent  the  same  on  township  plats  by  the  desig- 
nation of  *'  agricultural  lands."    (2  LestePs  Land  Laws,  317.) 

It  is  true  that  such  survey  and  report  only  give  what  are 
the  surface  indications  of  the  tracts,  but  any  other  examinn- 
tion  and  exploration  for  discovering  minerals  beneath  the 
surface,  require,  as  any  one  can  see,  a  large  expenditure  of 
money,  and  it  may  well  be  believed  that  Congress,  knowing 
that  the  surveys  which  were  already  provided  for,  would 
disclose  the  character  of  the  lands  so  far  as  they  could  be 
disclosed  by  the  surface  appearances,  meant  that  the  field- 
books  returned  to  the  Land  Department  containing  that 
information  should  be  that  which  should  guide  in  the  identifi- 
cation of  the  tracts  at  the  time  of  the  definite  location  as . 
mineral  or  not  mineral. 

Again,  the  section  by  which  the  land  grant  was  made  to  the 
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Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  after  defining  the  place 
limits  of  the  grant  and  providing  for  the  definite  location  of 
the  line  of  the  road,  contained  this  clause  (13  Sta^.  p.  368) : 

"  And  whenever,  prior  to  said  time,  anj  of  said  sections  or 
parts  of  sections  shall  have  been  granted,  sold,  reserved,  occu- 
pied by  homestead  settlers,  or  preempted,  or  otherwise  dis- 
posed of,  other  lands  shall  be  selected  by  said  company  in  lieu 
thereof,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
in  alternate  sections,  and  designated  by  odd  numbers,  not 
more  than  ten  miles  beyond  the  limits  of  said  alternate 
sections.'* 

But  unless  at  the  time  of  that  definite  location  there  was 
an  identification  of  the  particular  lands  within  the  place  limits 
which  passed,  how  could  there  be  any  selection  in  the  indem- 
nity limits?  Take  this  particular  tract  in  controversy  before 
us :  If,  after  the  definite  location,  the  company  had  applied 
to  the  Secretary  for  a  selection  of  land  within  the  indemnity 
limits  in  lieu  of  this  tract,  would  not  the  Secretary  have  been 
compelled  to  refuse  such  selection,  on  the  ground  that,  so  far 
as  was  known,  this  was  not  mineral  land,  and,  therefore,  passed 
by  the  grant  ?  And  if  now,  after  the  lapse  of  six  years,  min- 
eral is  discovered  and  it  is  adjudged  that  the  title  does  not 
pass,  is  it  not  possible  —  nay,  probable  —  that  when  selection 
.is  sought  of  lands  within  the  indemnity  limits  it  will  be  found 
that  all  have  been  taken  by  homestead  or  preemption ;  or,  if 
not,  and  a  selection  is  made  of  any  particular  tract  within 
those  limits,  will  not  the  land  thus  selected  and  supposed  to 
pass  to  the  company  come  within  the  rule  here  announced 
that  if,  before  the  patent  shall  issue,  mines  be  discovered,  it 
must  be  adjudged  non-mineral  land,  and,  therefore,  not  pass- 
ing by  the  selection  ?  In  other  words,  the  title  to  no  lands 
within  the  place  limits  passes  because  it  is  unknown  whether 
they  are  mineral  or  not,  and  no  selection  can  be  made  within 
the  indemnity  limits  because  it  is  not  known  how  much  the 
deficiency  is. 

Again,  in  section  4  of  the  same  act,  it  is  provided  that  after 
the  completion  of  twenty-five  consecutive  miles  of  road,  com- 
missioners shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  to  examine  as 
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to  whether  the  road  has  been  completed  in  a  substantial  and 
workmanlike  manner,  and  if  they  make  a  favorable  report, 
^'  patents  of  lands,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  issued  to  said  com- 
pany, confirming  to  said  company  the  right  and  title  to  said 
lands,  situated  opposite  to,  and  coterminous  with,  said  com- 
pleted section  of  said  road ;  and,  from  time  to  time,  whenever 
twenty-five  additional  consecutive  miles  shall  have  been  con- 
structed, completed,  and  in  readiness  as  aforesaid,  and  verified 
by  said  commissioners  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
then  patents  shall '  be  issued  to  said  company,  conveying  the 
additional  sections  of  land  as  aforesaid,  and  so  on  as  fast 
as  every  twenty-five  miles  of  said  road  is  completed  as 
aforesaid." 

If  language  can  make  anything  plain  it  is  that  when  the 
commissioners  have  reported  favorably  as  to  the  construction 
of  any  twenty-five  consecutive  miles  of  road,  the  right  to  a 
patent  exists.  It  was  said  in  Stark  v.  Starrs^  6  Wall.  402, 
418 :  ^^  The  right  to  a  patent  once  vested  is  treated  by  the 
government,  when  dealing  with  the  public  lands,  as  equivalent 
to  a  patent  issued.  When,  in  fact,  the  patent  does  issue,  it 
relates  back  to  the  inception  of  the  right  of  the  patentee, 
so  far  as  it  may  be  necessary,  to  cut  off  intervening  claimants." 

When  this  case  was  argued  before  us  at  the  last  term  it  was 
conceded  by  the  Attorney  General  that  if  it  was  not  known, 
that  the  lands  were  mineral  at  the  time  of  that  report,  die 
title  then  passed.  Such  a  concession  on  the  part  of  the  gov- 
ernment, if  now  recognized,  would  compel  an  affirmance  of 
this  judgment ;  for,  at  the  time  the  commissioners  made  report 
as  to  the  twenty-five  consecutive  miles  adjacent  to  this  tract, 
no  mineral  had  been  discovered,  and  so  far  as  known  the  land 
was  not  mineral ;  but  the  court  in  this  opinion  repudiates  such 
concession,  and  holds  that  the  matter  of  determination  remains 
open  until  the  very  issue  of  the  patent. 

Again,  by  a  resolution  -of  May  31,  1870, 16  Stat  378,  the 
Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Company  was  authorized  to  issue 
its  bonds  secured  by  mortgage  upon  its  entire  property.  Did 
Congress  mean  to  imply  that  at  that  time  no  specific  tracts 
passed  by  the  mortgage,  but  only  such  as  might  thereafter  be 
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determined  by  the  Land  Department  to  be  non-mineral} 
That  resolution  contained  also  this  provision : 

^^  Provided,  that  all  lands  hereby  granted  to  said  company 
which  shall  not  be  sold  or  disposed  of  or  remain  subject  to 
the  mortgage  by  this  act  authorized,  at  the  expiration  of  five 
years  after  the  completion  of  the  entire  road,  shall  be  subject 
to  settlement  and  preemption  like  other  lands,  at  a  price  to 
be  paid  to  said  company  not  exceeding  two  dollars  and  fifty 
cents  per  acre." 

How  could  the  company  sell  any  particular  tract,  unless  at 
the  time  the  purchaser  knew  that  the  title  of  the  company 
was  perfect?  And  if  the  company  had  failed  to  place  its 
mortgage,  as  it  most  certainly  would  have  failed  if  the  con- 
struction now  contended  for  had  been  believed  to  be  the  true 
construction  of  this  grant,  then  by  the  terms  of  this  provision 
at  the  end  of  five  years  from  the  completion  of  the  road  any 
tract  would  be  open  to  settlement  and  preemption  as  are  the 
public  lands  of  the  government. 

Again,  it  is  abundantly  well  settled  that  lands  the  title  to 
which  remain  in  the  government  are  not  subject  to  taxation. 
Can  it  be  that  Congress  contemplated  that  the  Territories  and 
States  which  should  be  organized  along  the  line  of  this  trans- 
continental highway  should  not  be  able  to  tax  any  alternate 
sections  within  the  place  limits  of  this  grant  until  such  time 
as  it  should  appropriate  money  for  an  exploration  as  to  their 
character?  Take  this  particular  tract  for  illustration  :  In  1872 
the  line  of  definite  location  was  fixed;  apparently  it  was 
within  the  terms  of  the  grant,  but  it  is  now  adjudged  that  no 
title  passed  to  the  Northern  Pacific,  but  remained  in  the  gov- 
ernment. Was  the  land  subject  to  taxation  during  the  six 
years  prior  to  the  discovery  of  the  mines?  Will  it  be  said 
that  Congress  intended  that  the  Northern  Pacific  should  pay 
the  taxes  on  all  the  lands  so  situated,  taking  the  chances 
in  the  future  of  some  of  them  proving  to  be  non-mineral? 
Would  such  injustice  be  imputed  to  Congress,  even  as  against 
a  corporation?  Suppose  the  Northern  Pacific  did  not  pay, 
and  some  party  purchased  the  land  at  a  tax  sale ;  has  he  lost 
his  money  because  the  land  now  proves  to  be  mineral  lands, 
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and,  therefore,  still  the  property  of  the  government )  Or,  if 
the  State  is  under  obligation  to  refund  the  money  thus  im- 
properly  collected  in  the  way  of  taxes,  what  then  results! 
The  State  or  county  has  regulated  its  tax  levy  and  its  expen- 
ditures upon  the  supposition  that  these  lands  were  subject  to 
taxation.  If  the  title  has  not  passed  from  the  government 
they  are  not  taxable,  and  a  new  burden  must  be  cast  upon 
the  property  of  individuals  within  the  territorial  limits  to 
make  good  the  unexpected  deficiency  of  public  funds. 

It  is  well  known  in  the  history  of  this  and  similar  land 
grants  that  there  was  an  earnest  effort  to  relieve  many  of  the 
lands  from  the  burdens  of  state  taxation  —  an  effort  which 
brought  to  this  court  the  cases  of  the  Katiaas  Pacific  Railway 
V.  PrescoUy  16  Wall.  603,  and  Union  Pacific  Railroad  v. 
McShaney  22  Wall.  444.  This  litigation  was  carried  on  on 
the  part  of  the  railroad  companies  under  the  superintendence 
and  direction  of  Hon.  John  P.  Usher,  who  was  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  these  land  grant 
acts,  than  whom  perhaps  no  one  was  more  familiar  with  the 
land  laws  of  the  United  States ;  and  during  all  that  litigation 
there  was  not  even  a  suggestion  that  the  absolute  transfer  of 
the  title  at  the  time  of  the  definite  location  was,  as  to  any 
particular  tract,  delayed  by  the  question  thereafter  to  be 
determined  as  to  whether  the  lands  were  mineral  or  not 

Turning  to  legislation  other  than  that  respecting  railroad 
Und  grants,  we  find  by  section  2258  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
that  preemptions  are  not  allowed  of  "lands  on  which  are 
situated  any  known  salines  or  mines."  In  section  2302,  in 
reference  to  homesteads,  it  is  enacted :  "  Nor  shall  any  mineral 
lands  be  liable  to  entry  and  settlement  under  its  provisions." 
Section  2392,  in  reference  to  town  sites,  reads :  "  No  title  shall 
be  acquired  under  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  chapter  to 
any  mine  of  gold,  silver,  cinnabar,  or  copper ;  or  to  any  vaUd 
mining  claim  or  possession  held  under  existing  laws."  In  one 
of  these  three  clauses  the  word  "  known  "  is  used,  but  not  in 
the  others.  Is  thereby  any  difference  intended  as  to  what 
shall  be  excepted  from  the  scope  of  the  authority  to  acquire 
lands  ?    That  in  reference  to  town  sites,  as  heretofore  decided 
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in  Davis  v.  Weibboldj  139  U.  S.  507,  includes  only  known 
mines. 

I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  pursue  this  discussion  further. 
Many  other  considerations  of  equal  significance  might  be 
adduced.  It  is  enough  to  say  in  conclusion  that  the  uniform 
and  settled  rule  of  decision  heretofore  has  been  that  identifi- 
cation of  the  particular  tracts  which  pass  under  a  grant  was 
complete  at  the  time  of  the  definite  location  of  the  line  of  the 
road.  Congress,  with  a  knowledge  of  that  frequent  ruling, 
has  never  by  any  act  directed  a  change.  It  is  to  be  presumed 
tiiat  the  legislation  of  the  various  States  has  been  cast  upon 
that  as  the  law  of  the  land.  To  now  overthrow  that  and 
establish  a  new  rule  not  merely  unsettles  the  question  of  title 
to  the  lands  within  this  vast  area,  but  it  may  produce  com- 
plications which  we  do  not  now  perceive  in  the  rights  of  in- 
dividuals and  counties,  and  even  of  the  States  along  the  line 
of  this  road.  If  ever  there  was  a  case  in  which  the  rule  stare 
decisis  should  prevail,  this  is  one. 

I,  therefore,  dissent  from  the  opinion  and  judgment  in  this 
case,  and  am  authorized  to  say  that  Mr.  Justice  Gray  and 
Mb.  JusnoB  Shibas  concur  in  this  dissent. 


NORTHERN  PACIFIC  RAILROAD  COMPANY  v. 

HAMBLY. 

ERROR  TO  THE   CIRCUIT  COURT    OF    THE    UNFTED   STATES    FOR    THE 
DISTRICrr  OF  NORTH   DAKOTA. 

No.  187.    Salnnltted  December  21, 1808.- Decided  Mtiy  26, 1894. 

A  common  day  laborer  In  the  employ  of  a  railroad  company,  who,  while 
working  for  the  company  nnder  the  order  and  direction  of  a  section 
"  boBs"  or  foreman,  on  a  cnlvert  on  the  line  of  the  company's  road,  re- 
ceiTes  an  injury  by  and  through  the  negligence  of  the  conductor  and  of 
the  engineer  in  moving  and  operating  a  passenger  train  upon  the  com- 
pany's road,  is  a  fellow-servant  with  such  engineer  and  such  conductor, 
in  such  a  sense  as  exempts  the  railroad  company  from  liabUi^  for  the 
injury  so  inflicted. 
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This  was  an  action  by  Hamblj  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal injories  sustained  bv  him  while  acting  as  helper  to  a 
crew  of  masons  engaged  in  building  a  stone  culvert  for  the 
defendant  company  on  its  right  of  way  about  two  miles  west 
of  Jamestown  in  Xorth  Dakota.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  case 
before  a  jury,  the  following  facts  were  proven  and  admitted 
to  be  true  by  both  parties,  viz.:  "That  the  plaintiff  was  a 
common  laborer  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant  company, 
and  at  the  time  he  received  the  injury,  which  is  the  ground 
of  this  action,  he  was  in  the  service  of  the  defendant,  work- 
ing under  the  direction  and  supervision  of  a  section  ^  boss'  or 
foreman  of  the  defendant  company,  assisting  in  building  a 
culvert  on  defendant's  line  of  railroad,  and  that  while  so  en- 
gaged, the  injury  complained  of  and  for  which  he  sues,  was 
inflicted  upon  him  by  being  struck  by  a  locomotive  of  a 
moving  passenger  train  on  the  defendant's  road,  (said  train 
belonging  to  the  defendant,  and  being  operated  by  a  con- 
ductor and  engineer  in  its  employ,)  and  that  the  injury  he 
received  by  coming  in  contact  with  said  passenger  train,  and 
which  is  the  injury  sued  for  in  this  cause,  was  due  solely  to 
the  misconduct  and  negligence  of  the  conductor  and  locomo- 
tive engineer  on  said  passenger  train,  in  operating  and  con- 
ducting the  movements  of  said  train." 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts,  defendant  prayed  for  an  instnic- 
tion  to  the  jury  that  the  engineer  and  conductor  of  the  pas- 
senger train  were  fellow-servants  with  the  plaintiff,  and  hence 
that  the  defendant  company  was  not  liable  for  the  injury 
received  by  the  plaintiff  through  their  negligence.  Upon  the 
question  of  giving  such  instruction  the  opinions  of  the  judges 
were  opposed,  and  the  Circuit  Judge  being  of  opinion  that 
the  plaintiff  and  said  conductor  and  engineer  were  not  fellow- 
servants  in  the  sense  that  would  exempt  the  defendant  from 
liability,  so  instructed  the  jury,  which  returned  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $2500,  upon  which  judgment  was 
entered.  Defendant  thereupon  moved  for  a  new  trial,  upon 
the  granting  of  which  the  judges  were  opposed  in  opinion. 
The  motion  was  denied,  and  the  judges  certified  the  following 
questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  court : 
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"1.  Whether,  on  the  admitted  facts  of  this  case  herein- 
before set  out,  the  jury  should  have  been  instructed  that  the 
plaintiff  and  said  conductor  and  engineer  were  fellow-servants, 
and  that  they  should  return  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

"  2.  Whether,  on  the  facts  hereinbefore  set  out,  the  court 
should  have  set  aside  the  verdict  and  judgment  in  the  case 
and  granted  defendant  a  new  trial. 

"  3.  Whether  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  common  day  laborer 
in  the  employ  of  the  defendant,  (which  is  a  railroad  company 
owning  and  operating  a  line  of  railroad,)  and  who  was  at  the 
time  he  received  the  injury  complained  of  working  for  the 
defendant  under  the  order  and  direction  of  a  section  '  boss ' 
or  foreman  on  a  culvert  on  the  line  of  defendant's  road,  was 
a  fellow-servant  with  the  engineer  and  conductor  operating 
and  conducting  a  passenger  train  on  the  defendant's  road,  in 
such  a -sense  as  exempted  the  defendant  from  liability  for 
an  injury  inflicted  upon  plaintiff  by  and  through  the  negli- 
gence of  said  conductor  and  engineer  in  moving  and  operat- 
ing said  passenger  train." 

Mr.  James  McNaught^  Mr.  A.  R.  Oarland^  and  Mr.  H.  J. 
May  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  S.  L.  Glaspdl  for  defendant  in  error. 

In  ChicagOy  Mihoauk-ee  dkc.  Railway  v.  Ross^  112  U.  S. 
377,  it  is  assumed  that  the  conductor  of  a  train  of  cars  has 
entire  control  and  management  of  the  train  to  which  he  is 
assigned,  and  is  the  superior  of  the  engineer.  On  the  other 
hand,  Randall  v.  Baltimore  <&  Ohio  Railroad^  109  U.  S.  478, 
holds  the  engineer  to  be  a  fellow-servant  of  a  brakeraan  of 
another  train,  working  a  switch.  It  is  therefore  important 
to  know  whether  the  negUgence  in  this  case  is  to  be  charged 
to  the  engineer  or  to  the  conductor,  and  in  what  it  consisted. 
In  the  certificate  the  negligence  is  attributed  to  them  jointly  ; 
but  the  facts  constituting  negligence  are  not  stated ;  and  this 
court  is  called  upon  to  give  an  opinion  upon  a  purely  hypo- 
thetical question  which  may  be  wide  of  the  real  question  at 
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isBBe.  How  can  the  oondiKtor  and  engineer  be  jointly  gailty 
of  the  proximate  act  whicfa  resulted  in  the  injury  to  defendant 
in  error!  If  the  fmsll  was  that  of  the  condnctor,  then  is  the 
railroad  dosipanT  liable  as  for  the  acts  of  its  representative 
or  Tice-principal ;  but  if  the  fanlt  was  that  of  the  engineer, 
then  he  is  held  to  be  a  fellow-servant. 

The  ma  rim,  respondeat  sapeii<Nr,  does  not  apply  so  as  to 
make  a  master  responsible  for  injuries  cansed  to  one  servant 
by  the  negligence  of  another  in  the  same  oommon  employ- 
ment«  but  this  exception  to  a  general  rule  has  been  subjected 
to  Tarious  limitations^ 

As  a  limitation  upon  the  fellow-servant  rule,  the  exception 
has  been  made  and  is  now  quite  well  established,  that  when 
servants  are  engaged  in  distinct  and  separate  departments  of 
service,  where  their  employment  does  not  require  cooperation, 
and  does  not  result  in  mutual  contact  or  bring  them  together 
in  such  relation  that  they  may  exercise  upon  each  other  an 
influence  promotive  of  caution  or  safety,  the  rule  does  not 
apply. 

The  reasons  for  the  feUow-servant  rule  do  not  fit  the  facts 
of  this  case.  There  are  two  principal  reasons  urged  for  ex- 
empting the  master  from  liability  to  one  servant  for  an  injarj 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  another  servant  in  the  same  em- 
ployment :  (1)  That  the  servant  contracted  his  services  with 
reference  to  and  assumed  the  risk  resulting  from  the  nq^i- 
gence  of  his  fellow-servant.  (2)  The  expediency  of  throwing 
the  risk  on  those  who  can  best  guard  against  it. 

The  first  reason  is  inapplicable  here,  because  it  applies  only 
to  the  ordinary  risks  of  the  service.  Baird  v.  Pettily  70 
Penn.  St.  477. 

The  second  reason  was  first  declared  by  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in 
FarweU  v.  Boston  cfe  Worcester  Railroad^  4  Met.  (Mass.)  49. 
But  it  was  not  a  good  reason  when  enunciated ;  and  when 
applied  to  railroad  corporations  of  the  present  day  it  is  en- 
tirely unfounded  and  misleading. 

To  say,  as  in  the  FarweU  casey  that  the  engineer  who  was 
injured  was  an  observer  of  the  conduct  of  the  switchman  who 
negligently  left  a  switch  open,  and  could  best  guard  against 
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such  negligenoe,  is  unwarranted  by  common  knowledge  of 
railroad  business. 

Assuming  in  the  present  ease  that  the  negligence  was  that 
of  the  conductor  or  persons  having  the  care  and  control  of  a 
moving  passenger  train,  can  it  be  said  that  such  a  reason  will 
fit  the  facts  of  this  case  ?  Can  Hambly,  a  common  laborer 
working  on  a  culvert  on  the  line  of  a  railroad  be  said  to  be  an 
observer  of  the  conduct  of  the  person  or  persons  in  charge  of 
the  passenger  train  ?  Does  he  have  any  opportunity  to  guard 
against  their  negligence?  Does  he  come  in  contact  with 
them  so  as  to  learn  their  habits,  methods,  or  recklessness? 
He  has  nothing  to  do  with  train  service,  may  never  before 
have  seen  the  conductor  or  engineer.  It  is  nmnifest  that  one 
in  his  position  could  have  no  influence  over  the  persons  in 
charge  of  the  passenger  train  since  their  business  did  not 
bring  them  together. 

That  persons  in  charge  of  trains  are  not  fellow-servants  in 
the  same  common  employment  with  persons  working  along 
the  track,  see  Oa/rrahby  v.  Kansas  Gityj  St.  Joseph  dkc.  EaU- 
road,  25  Fed.  Kep.  258  ;  Pike  v.  Chicago  dk  Alton  Rail/toad^ 
41  Fed.  Kep.  95 ;  Chicago  dt  Northwestern  Railroad  v.  Mo- 
randa,  93  Illinois,  302;  Sullivan  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Rail- 
way,  97  Missouri,  113;  Richmond  dk  Danville  Railroad  v. 
dormant,  4  S.  E.  Rep.  211 ;  King  v.  Ohio  <6c.  Railroad,  14 
Fed.  Rep.  277. 

The  rule  laid  down  in  the  FarweU  case  was  grounded  on 
public  policy,  the  court  saying  that,  "in  considering  the  rights 
and  obligations  arising  out  of  particular  relations,  it  is  compe- 
tent for  courts  of  justice  to  re^ird  considerations  of  policy  and 
general  convenience,  and  to  draw  from  them  such  rules  as  will, 
in  their  practical  application,  best  promote  the  safety  and  secu- 
rity of  all  parties  concerned." 

Not  being  founded  in  exact  justice,  the  reasons  for  the  rule 
have  failed  in  a  variety  of  cases  and  a  number  of  limitations 
have  arisen  or  sprung  from  the  hardships  of  a  general  applica- 
tion of  a  rule  founded  solely  on  alleged  public  policy.  Northern 
Pacific)  Railroad  v.  Herbert,  116  U.  S.  642;  Ross  v.  Chicago, 
Milwaukee  dhc.  Railroad,  112  U.  S.  377;  Ryan  v.  Chicago  dh 
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Northweatem  Railway^  60  Illinois,  171;  Chicago  db  Alton 
Railroad  v.  Kdley^  21  K  E.  Rep.  203;  8L  Lcmis  <fe  San 
Fra/noisco  Railway  V.  Weaver^  11  Pac.  Eep.  408 ;  Madden  v. 
Cfieaapeake  dk  Ohio  Railway^  28  W.  Va.  610;  Northern 
Pacific  Raih^oad  v.  O^Brien^  21  Pac.  Rep.  32 ;  Cooper  v. 
JUullindy  30  Georgia,  146;  G*Donnell  v.  Allegheny  Valley 
Railroad^  59  Penn.  St.  239  ;  Moon  v.  Richinond  <&  Allegheny 
Railroad^  78  Virginia,  745;  NashviUe  <&c.  Railroad  v.  Cter- 
roU^  6  Heisk.  347 ;  ZouisviUe  dk  NashviUe  Railroad  v.  Sheets^ 
13  S.  W.  Rep.  248  (Ky.) ;  Donaldson  v.  J/w*.  d&  Mo,  Railroad, 
18  Iowa,  280. 

If  the  reasons  which  influenced  the  FarweU  decision  do  not 
•exist ;  if  one  of  these  employes  did  not  assume  the  risk  of  the 
conductor's  negligence  more  than  or  differently  from  the  other, 
and  it  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  such  is  the  case,  if  the  em- 
ploy6  on  another  train  has  no  better  opportunity  of  observing 
the  conduct  of  the  conductor  than  one  on  the  same  train  with 
such  conductor,  then  there  is  no  theory  or  principle  to  distin- 
guish between  the  two  oases,  and  the  master  would  be  liable  in 
both. 

With  greater  force  can  it  be  asked,  upon  what  theory  can 
it  be  held  that  the  conductor  of  the  passenger  train  in  the 
case  at  bar  was  a  fellow-servant  with  the  laborer  at  work  on 
a  culvert  on  the  railroad  ?  Under  the  authority  of  the  Ross 
case,  if  the  brakeman  on  the  train  had  been  injured  in  the 
same  negligent  circumstance,  the  company  would  be  held 
liable.  Yet  the  brakeman  was  acquainted  with  the  con- 
ductor, made  the  run  with  him  frequently,  knew  his  habits 
and  had  a  better  opportunity  to  observe  his  actions  than  the 
laborer  working  on  the  culvert. 

Hambly  was  not  engaged  in  and  had  no  such  knowledge  of 
train  service  as  was  possessed  by  the  brakeman.  His  duties 
did  not  bring  him  to  work  at  the  same  place  and  at  the  same 
time  as  the  conductor.  Their  separate  service  did  not  have  a 
common  object.  While  they  were  both  servants  of  the  same 
master,  the  one  was  engaged  in  the  train  department  and  the 
other  in  the  bridge  department.  Unless  the  entire  operations 
of  an  extensive  and  widespread  railroad  corporation  can  be 
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grasped  in  the  expression,  general  business  oi;  common  employ- 
ment, then  these  men  were  not  fellow-servants.  While  it  may 
be  said  that  the  conductor  represented  the  master  as  a  vice- 
principal,  and  was  for  that  reason  not  a  fellow-servant  with 
the  defendant  in  error,  yet  it  seems  the  better  reason  that  be 
was  not  a  fellow-servant  because  not  in  the  same  common 
employment. 

Mb.  JusnoB  Bbown,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  third  question  certified  to  this  court,  and  the  only  one 
it  is  necessary  for  us  to  consider,  involves  the  inquiry  whether 
the  plaintiff  Hambly  and  the  conductor  and  engineer  of  the 
passenger  train  were,  either  by  the  common  law  or  the  statute 
of  Dakota,  fellow-servants  in  such  sense  as  to  exempt  the 
defendant  railway  from  liability. 

There  is  probably  no  subject  connected  with  the  law  of 
negligence  which  has  given  rise  to  more  variety  of  opinion 
than  that  of  fellow-service.  The  authorities  are  hopelessly 
divided  upon  the  general  subject  as  well  as  upon  the  question 
here  involved.  It  is  useless  to  attempt  an  analysis  of  the 
cases  which  have  arisen  in  the  courts  of  the  several  States, 
since  they  are  wholly  irreconcilable  in  principle,  and  too  nu- 
merous even  to  justify  citation.  It  may  be  said  in  general 
that,  as  between  laborers  employed  upon  a  railroad  track  and 
the  conductor  or  other  employes  of  a  moving  train,  the  courts 
of  Massachusetts,  Ehode  Island,  New  York,  Indiana,  Iowa, 
Michigan,  North  Carolina,  Minnesota,  Maine,  Texas,  Califor- 
nia, Maryland,  Pennsylvania,  Arkansas,  and  Wisconsin  hold 
the  relation  of  feUow-servants  to  exist.  Farwell  v.  Boston  <k 
Worcester  JiaUroadj  4  Met.  (Mass.)  49 ;  Clifford  v.  Old  Colony 
Railroad^  141  Mass.  664;  Brodeur  v.  VaUey  Falls  Co,,  17 
Atl.  Rep.  54;  Harvey  v.  New  Tork  Central  Railroad^  88 
N.  Y.  481 ;  Oormley  v.  Ohio  cfe  Mississippi  Railway^  72  In- 
diana, 31;  CoUi/ns  v.  St.  Pavl  cfe  Sioux  City  Railroad,  30 
Minnesota,  31 ;  Permsyhoania  Railroad  v.  Wachter,  60  Mary- 
land, 395.;  ffotiston  <&c.  Railway  v.  Rider,  62  Texas,  267 ;  4^. 
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LovM  dk  Iron  MourUain  Railway  ▼.  SkacTcAford^  42  Arkansas, 
417 ;  Blalu  v.  Maine  Central  BaHroad^  70  Maine,  60 ;  Ryan 
▼.  Cumberland  Valley  Railroad,  23  Penn.  St  384;  SvUwan 
▼.  Miss,  dk  Mo.  Railroad,  11  Iowa,  421 ;  Fowler  v.  Chicago  d 
Northwestern  Railway,  61  Wisconsin,  159 ;  £irk  v.  Atlantic 
dkc.  RaUuHxy,  94  N.  C.  625 ;  Quincy  Mining  Co.  v.  EitU^  42 
Michigan,  34 ;  Keystone  Bridge  Co.  v.  Newberry,  96  Penn.  SL 
246 :  while  in  Illinois,  Missouri,  Virginia,  Ohio,  and  Kentacky 
the  rale  is  apparently  the  other  way.  Chicago  dk  North- 
western Railroad  v.  Moranda,  93  Illinois,  302 ;  Sullivan  v. 
Missouri  Pacific  Railway,  97  Missouri,  113 ;  Richmond  d 
Danville  Railroad  v.  Normont,  4  S.  E.  Eep.  211 ;  Bick  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  38  Ohio  St.  389 ;  LouisviUe  (6c.  Railroad  v. 
Coven,  9  Bush,  559 ;  Madden  v.  Chesapeake  db  Ohio  Railway, 
28  W.  Ya.  610.  The  cases  in  Tennessee  seem  to  be  divided. 
JSast  Tennessee  (6c.  Railroad  v.  Rush,  15  Lea,  145 ;  LouisvilU 
(6  Nashville  Railroad  v.  Robertson,  9  Heisk.  276 ;  Baley  t. 
Mobile  (6  Ohio  Railroad,  7  Baxter,  239 ;  Nashville  (6  Becatur 
Railroad  v.  Jones,  9  Heisk.  27 ;  East  Tennessee  dkc.  Railroad 
V.  Gurley,  12  Lea,  46. 

In  this  court  the  cases  involving  the  question  of  fdlow- 
service  have  not  been  numerous  nor,  perhaps,  altogether  har 
monious.  The  question  first  arose  in  the  case  of  Randall  v. 
Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Compa/ny,  109  D.  S.  478,  in 
which  a  brakeman,  working  a  switch  for  his  train  on  one 
track  in  a  railroad  yard,  was  held  to  be  a  fellow-servant  of  an 
engineer  of  another  train  upon  an  adjacent  track,  upon  the 
theory  that  the  two  were  employed  and  paid  by  the  same 
master,  and  that  their  duties  were  such  as  to  bring  them  to 
work  at  the  same  place  at  the  same  time,  and  their  separate 
services  had  as  a  common  object  the  moving  of  trains.  It  is 
difficult  to  see  why,  if  the  case  under  consideration  is  to  be 
determined  as  one  of  general  and  not  of  local  law,  it  does 
not  fall  directly  within  the  ruling  of  the  Randall  case.  The 
services  of  a  switchman  in  keeping  a  track  clear  for  the  pas- 
sage of  trains  do  not  differ  materially,  so  far  as  actions 
founded  upon  the  negligence  of  train  men  are  concerned,  from 
those  of  a  laborer  engaged  in  keeping  the  track  in  repair; 
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neither  of  them  is  under  the  personal  control  of  the  engineer 
or  conductor  of  the  moving  train,  but  both  are  alike  engaged 
in  an  employment  necessarily  bringing  them  in  contact  with 
passing  engines,  and  in  the  '^ immediate  common  object"  of 
securing  the  safe  passage  of  trains  over  the  road.  As  a 
laborer  upon  a  railroad  track,  either  in  svntching  trains  or 
repairing  the  track,  is  constantly  exposed  to  the  danger  of 
passing  trains,  and  bound  to  look  out  for  them,  any  negligence 
in  the  management  of  such  trains  is  a  risk  which  may  or 
should  be  contemplated  by  him  in  entering  upon  the  service 
of  the  company.  This  is  probably  the  most  satisfactory  test 
of  liability.  If  the  departments  of  the  two  servants  are  so 
far  separated  from  each  other  that  the  possibility  of  coming 
in  contact,  and  hence  of  incurring  danger  from  the  negligent 
performance  of  the  duties  of  such  other  department,  could  not 
be  said  to  be  within  the  contemplation  of  the  person  injured,  the 
doctrine  of  fellow-service  should  not  apply.  In  this  view  it 
is  not  difficult  to  reconcile  the  numerous  cases  which  hold  that 
persons  whose  duty  it  is  to  keep  railroad  cars  in  good  order 
and  repair  are  not  engaged  in  a  common  employment  with 
those  who  run  or  operate  them.  The  case  of  Nortih&m  Par 
cific  Railroad  v.  Herbert^  116  TJ.  S.  642,  is  an  illustration  of 
this  principle.  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  a  brakeman  in 
defendant's  yard  at  Bismark,  where  its  cars  were  switched 
upon  different  tracks  and  its  trains  were  made  up  for  the 
road.  He  received  an  injury  from  a  defective  brake,  which 
had  been  allowed  to  get  out  of  repair  through  the  negligence 
of  an  officer  or  agent  of  the  company  who  was  charged  with 
the  duty  of  keeping  the  cars  in  order.  It  was  held,  upon 
great  unanimity  of  authority  both  in  this  country  and  in  Eng- 
land, that  the  person  receiving  and  the  person  causing  the 
injury  did  not  occupy  the  relative  position  of  fellow-servants. 
See  also  Hough  v.  Railway  Co.,  100  U.  8.  213 ;  Union  Pacific 
Railioay  v.  DanieUj  152  U.  S.  684.  Even  in  Massachusetts, 
whose  courts  have  leaned  as  far  as  any  in  this  country  in  sup- 
porting the  doctrine  of  fellow-service,  it  has  been  held  that 
agents  who  are  charged  with  the  duty  of  supplying  safe 
machinery  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  fellow-servants  with  those 
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DirectlT  in  one  with  the  case  of  SandaUY.  B.  it  O.  Bailroad 
Co,  k  tb^  of  the  Qm^lke  SUumskip  Co.  t.  MerchjowL,  133 U.& 
375.  in  vhich  the  stewaideas  iA  a  steamship  belonging  to  a 
corporation  l»oiight  sait  to  leeoTer  damages  for  perBonal  in- 
jories  wisiaiwri  bj  her  bj  reason  of  a  defective  railing  at  a 
gangway,  wfaidi  gave  way  as  she  leaned  against  it,  and  pre- 
cipitated her  into  the  water.  The  railing  had  been  recently 
temored  and  the  gangway  opened  to  take  off  some  freight, 
and  had  not  been  properly  replaced  by  the  porter  and  carpen> 
ter  of  the  ship  whose  dntj  it  was  to  replace  them.  It  was 
held  that,  as  the  porter  and  carpenter  were  fellow-servants 
with  the  stewardess,  the  corporation  was  not  liable.  Said  Mr. 
Justice  Blatchfcml:  ''As  the  porter  was  confessedly  in  the 
ssme  department  with  the  stewardess,  his  negligence  was  that 
of  a  fellow-servant.  The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  is  that,  as 
the  carpenter  was  in  the  deck  department  and  the  stewardess 
in  the  steward's  department,  those  were  different  departments 
in  such  a  sense  that  the  carpenter  was  not  a  fellow-servant 
with  the  stewardess.  But  we  think  that,  on  the  evidence,  both 
the  porter  and  the  carpenter  were  fellow-servants  with  the 
plaintiff.  The  carpenter  had  no  authority  over  the  plaintiff, 
nor  had  the  porter.  .  .  .  There  was  nothing  in  the  em- 
ployment or  service  of  the  carpenter  or  the  porter  which  made 
either  of  them  any  more  the  representative  of  the  defendant 
than  the  employment  and  service  of  the  stewardess  made  her 
such  representative."  The  division  of  the  crew  into  depart- 
ments was  treated  as  evidently  for  the  convenience  of  admin- 
istration upon  the  vessel,  but  having  no  effect  upon  the 
question  of  fellow-service.  See  also  BaUimare  <&  Ohio  BaU- 
road  V.  AndrewSy  50  Fed.  Rep.  738. 

The  case  of  the  Chicago^  Milwaukee  dkc,  BaUway  v.  Bo9$y 
112  U.  S.  377,  is  claimed  to  have  laid  down  a  different  doc- 
trine, and  to  be  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  defence  set  up 
by  the  railroad  in  this  case.  This  action  was  brought  by 
the  engineer  of  a  freight  train  to  recover  damages  occasioned 
by  the  joint  negligence  of  the  conductor  of  his  own  train  and 
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that  of  a  gravel  train  with  which  it  came  in  collision.  The 
case  was  decided  not  to  be  one  of  fellow-service  upon  the 
ground  that  the  conductor  was  ^^  in  fact,  and  shonld  be  treated 
as,  the  personal  representative  of  the  corporation,  for  whose 
negligence  it  is  responsible  to  subordinate  servants."  The 
court  drew  a  distinction  '^  between  servants  of  a  corporation, 
exercising  no  supervision  over  others  engaged  with  them  in 
the  same  employment,  and  agents  of  a  corporation,  clothed 
with  the  control  and  management  of  a  distinct  department, 
in  which  their  duty  is  entirely  that  of  direction  and  superin- 
tendence." In  that  particular  case  the  court  found  that  the 
conductor  had  entire  control  and  management  of  the  train  to 
which  he  was  assigned,  directed  at  what  time  it  should  start, 
at  what  speed  it  should  run,  at  what  stations  it  should  stop, 
and  for  what  length  of  time,  and  everything  essential  to  its 
successful  movements,  and  that  all  persons  employed  upon  it 
were  subject  to  his  orders.  Under  such  circumstances  he  was 
held  not  to  be  a  fellow-servant  with  the  fireman,  brakeman, 
and  engineer,  citing  certain  cases  from  Kentucky  and  Ohio, 
which  maintained  the  same  view. 

It  may  be  observed  that  quite  a  different  question  was  raised 
in  that  case  from  the  one  involved  here,  in  the  fact  that  the 
liability  of  the  company  was  placed  upon  a  ground  which  has 
no  application  to  the  case  under  consideration,  viz.,  that  the 
person  sustaining  the  injury  was  under  the  direct  authority 
and  control  of  the  person  by  whose  negligence  it  was  caused. 
That  it  was  not,  however,  intended  in  that  case  to  lay  down 
as  a  universal  rule  that  the  company  is  liable  where  the  per- 
son injured  is  subordinate  to  the  person  causing  the  injury,  is 
evident  from  the  latest  deliverance  of  this  court  in  Baltimore 
<k  Ohio  Railroad  v.  Batcgh,  149  U.  S.  368,  in  which  an  engi- 
neer and  fireman  were  held  to  be,  when  engaged  in  their 
respective  duties  as  such,  fellow-servants  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, and  the  firemen  precluded  by  principles  of  general  law 
from  recovering  damages  from  the  company  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  engineer. 

Neither  of  these  cases,  however,  is  applicable  here,  since 
they  involved  the  question  of  "subordination"  of  fellow- 
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seiTante  and  not  of  ^differait  departments."  Of  both 
classes  of  cases,  hoireTen  tbe  same  obsenration  may  be  made, 
Tiz^  that  to  ludd  tbe  principal  liable  whenever  there  are  gra- 
dations of  rank  between  the  person  receiving  and  the  perBon 
causing  the  injury,  or  whenever  they  are  employed  in  differ- 
ent departments  of  the  same  general  service,  would  result  in 
frittering  away  the  whole  doctrine  of  fellow-service.  Gases 
arising  between  persons  engaged  together  in  the  same  identi- 
cal service,  as,  for  instance,  between  brakemen  of  tbe  same 
train  or  two  seamen  of  eqoal  rank  in  the  same  ship,  are 
comparatively  rare.  In  a  large  majority  of  cases  there  is 
some  distinction  either  in  respect  to  grade  of  service,  or  in 
the  nature  of  their  employments.  Courts,  however,  have 
been  reluctant  to  recognize  these  distinctions  unless  the  supe- 
riority of  the  person  causing  the  injury  was  such  as  to  pat 
him  rather  in  the  category  of  principal  than  of  agent,  as,  for 
example,  the  superintendent  of  a  factory  or  railway,  and  the 
employments  were  so  far  different  that,  although  paid  by  the 
same  master,  the  two  servants  were  brought  no  farther  in 
contact  with  each  other  than  as  if  they  had  been  employed 
by  different  principals. 

We  think  this  case  is  indistinguishable  in  principle  from 
BofidalPs  casej  which  was  decided  in  1883,  and  has  been 
accepted  as  a  sound  exposition  of  the  law  for  over  ten  years ; 
and  that,  unless  we  are  prepared  to  overrule  that  case,  the 
third  question  certified  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmativa 
The  authorities  in  favor  of  the  proposition  there  laid  down 
are  simply  overwhelming. 

We  have  thus  far  treated  this  case  as  determinable  by  the 
general  and  not  by  the  local  law,  as  was  held  to  be  proper 
both  in  the  Koss  case  and  in  the  case  of  Baugh.  In  so  hold- 
ing, however,  the  court  had  in  view  only  the  law  of  the  respec- 
tive States  as  expounded  by  their  highest  courts.  Wherever 
the  subject  is  regulated  by  statute,  of  course  the  statute  is 
applied  by  the  Federal  courts  pursuant  to  Bevised  Statutes, 
section  241,  as  a  ^^  law  "  of  the  State. 

By  section  3753,  Compiled  Laws  of  Dakota  Territory,  in 
one  of  the  courts  of  which  this  case  was  originally  com- 
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menced,  ^'  an  employer  is  not  bound  to  indemnify  his  employ^ 
for  losses  suffered  by  the  latter  in  oonsequenoe  of  the  ordinary 
risks  of  the  business  in  which  he  is  employed,  nor  in  conse- 
quence of  the  negligence  of  another  person  employed  by  the 
same  employer  in  the  same  general  business,  unless  he  has 
neglected  to  use  ordinary  care  in  the  selection  of  the  culpable 
employ^."  In  the  case  of  EUiot  v.  Chicago^  Milwaukee  (60. 
BaUroadj  41  N.  W.  Rep.  758,  a  case  which  arose  after 
the  enactment  of  the  above  statute,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Territory  held  that  a  section  foreman  and  a  train  conductor 
were  co-employes  within  the  purview  of  this  statute,  and  were 
^  engaged  in  the  same  general  business."  While  this  construc- 
tion, given  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  a  Territory,  is  not  obli- 
gatory upon  this  court,  it  is  certainly  entitled  to  respectful 
consideration,  and  in  a  doubtful  case  might  weU  be  accepted 
as  turning  the  scale  in  favor  of  the  doctrine  there  announced. 
The  opinion  is  a  very  elaborate  one,  reviews  a  large  number 
of  cases,  and  follows  those  of  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  and 
Massachusetts,  as  founded  upon  sounder  principles.  We  may 
safely  assume  that  the  construction  thus  given  to  this  statute 
wiU  not  be  overruled  by  the  courts  of  the  two  States  which 
have  succeeded  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  without 
most  cogent  reasons  for  their  action. 

The  third  question   certified    must    be   answered  in  the 
aflSrmative. 

The  Chibf  Justiob,  Mb.  Jubhob  Fibld,  and  Mb.  Justiob 
Hablan  dissented. 
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REAGAN  V.   FARMERS'  LOAN  AND  TRUST 
COMPANY. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THB    dBOUIT   OOUBT   OF   THS    UKITSD    STATES   FOB 
THE  WB8TEBN  DI8TBI0T  OF  TEXAS. 

No.  928.    Argn«d  April  4,  5, 18»4. — DMided  Hay  26, 1894. 

Without  passing  upon  the  validity  of  the  6th  and  Uth  sections  of  the  act 
of  the  legislature  of  Texas  of  April  3, 1891,  establishing  a  railroad  commis- 
sion with  power  to  classify  and  regulate  rates,  the  remainder  of  the  act 
is  a  valid  and  constitutional  exercise  of  the  state  sovereignty,  and  the 
commission  created  thereby  is  an  administrative  board,  created  for  ca^ 
ryiug  into  effect  the  will  of  the  State,  as  expressed  by  its  legislation. 

A  citizen  of  another  State  who  feels  himself  aggrieved  and  injured  by  the 
rates  prescribed  by  that  commission  may  seek  his  remedy  in  equity  against 
the  commissioners  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Texas,  and 
the  Circuit  Court  has  jurisdiction  over  such  a  suit  under  the  statutes  rega- 
lating  its  general  jurisdictioD,  with  the  assent  of  Texas,  expressed  in  the 
act  creating  the  commission. 

Such  a  suit  is  not  a  suit  against  the  State  of  Texas. 

It  is  within  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  in  such  case  to  decree  that 
the  rates  so  established  by  the  commission  are  unreasonable  and  unjust, 
and  to  restrain  their  enforcement;  but  it  is  not  within  its  power  to  estab- 
lish rates  itself,  or. to  restrain  the  commission  from  again  establishing 
rates. 

On  April  3,  1891,  the  legislattire  of  the  State  of  Texas 
passed  an  act  to  establish  a  railroad  commission. .  The  first 
section  provides  for  the  appointment  and  qualification  of  three 
persons  to  constitute  the  commission ;  the  second  for  the 
organization  of  the  commission,  while  the  third  defines  the 
powers  and  duties  of  the  commission,  and  is  as  follows : 

"  Sbc.  3.  The  power  and  authority  is  hereby  vested  in  the 
railroad  commission  of  Texas,  and  it  is  hereby  made  its  duty, 
to  adopt  all  necessary  rates,  charges,  and  regulations  to  govern 
and  regulate  railroad  freight  and  passenger  tariffs,  the  power 
to  correct  abuses  and  prevent  unjust  discrimination  and  exto^ 
tion  in  the  rates  of  freight  and  passenger  tariffs  on  the  diffe^ 
ent  railroads  in  this  State,  and  to  enforce  the  same  by  having 
the  penalties  inflicted  as  by  this  act  prescribed  through  proper 
courts  having  jurisdiction. 
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''  (a)  The  said  commission  shall  have  power,  and  it  shall  be 
its  duty,  to  fairly  and  justly  classify  and  subdivide  all  freight 
and  property  of  whatsoever  character  that  may  be  transported 
over  the  railroads  of  this  State  into  such  general  and  special 
classes  or  subdivisions  as  may  be  found  necessary  and  ex- 
pedient. 

^*  (ft)  The  commission  shall  have  power,  and  it  shall  be  its 
duty,  to  fix  to  each  class  or  subdivision  of  freight  a  reason- 
able rate  for  each  railroad  subject  to  this  act  for  the  trans- 
portation of  each  of  said  classes  and  subdivisions. 

'^  (o)  The  classifications  herein  provided  for  shall  apply  to 
and  be  the  same  for  ail  railroads  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act. 

''  {d)  The  said  commission  may  fix  different  rates  for  dif- 
ferent raibroads  and  for  different  lines  under  the  same  manage- 
ment, or  for  different  parts  of  the  same  lines  if  found  necessary 
to  do  justice,  and  may  make  rates  for  express  companies  dif- 
ferent from  the  rates  fixed  for  railroads. 

"  {e)  The  said  commission  shall  have  power,  and  it  shall  be 
its  duty,  to  fix  and  establish  for  all  or  any  connecting  lines 
of  railroad  in  this  State  reasonable  joint  rates  of  freight 
charges  for  the  various  classes  of  freight  and  cars  that  may 
pass  over  two  or  more  lines  of  such  railroads. 

"  (f)  If  any  two  or  more  connecting  railroads  shall  fail  to 
agree  upon  a  fair  and  just  division  of  the  charges  arising  from 
the  transportation  of  freights,  passengers  or  cars  over  their 
lines,  the  commission  shall  fix  the  pro  rata  part  of  such 
charges  to  be  received  by  each  of  said  connecting  lines. 

*^(g)  Until  the  commission  shall  make  the  classifications 
and  schedules  of  rates  as  herein  provided  for,  and  afterwards 
if  they  deem  it  advisable,  they  may  make  partial  or  special 
classifications  for  all  or  any  of  the  railroads  subject  hereto, 
and  fix  the  rates  to  be  charged  by  such  roads  therefor ;  and 
such  classifications  and  rates  shall  be  put  into  effect  in  the 
manner  provided  for  general  classifications  and  schedules  of 
rates. 

"  (A)  The  commission  shall  have  power,  and  it  shall  be  its 
duty  from  time  to  time,  to  alter,  change,  amend,  or  abolish 
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any  classification  or  rate  established  by  it  when  deemed  neces- 
sary ;  and  such  amended,  altered,  or  new  classifications  or 
rates  shall  be  put  into  effect  in  the  same  manner  as  the  orig- 
inals. 

'^{i)  The  commission  may  adopt  and  enforce  sach  rules, 
regulations,  and  modes  of  procedure  as  it  may  deem  proper 
to  hear  and  determine  complaints  that  may  be  made  against 
the  classifications  or  the  rates,  the  roles,  regulations,  and  de- 
terminations of  the  commission. 

^'  (J)  The  commission  shall  make  reasonable  and  just  rates 
of  charges  for  each  railroad  subject  hereto  for  the  use  or 
transportation  of  loaded  or  empty  cars  on  its  road ;  and  maj 
establish  for  each  railroad  or  for  all  railroads  alike  reasonable 
rates  for  the  storing  and  handling  of  freight  and  for  the  use 
of  cars  not  unloaded  after  forty-eight  hours'  notice  to  tie 
consignee,  not  to  include  Sundays. 

'^{k)  The  commission  shall  make  and  establish  reasonable 
rates  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  over  each  or  aQ  of 
the  railroads  subject  hereto,  which  rates  shall  not  exceed  the 
rates  fixed  by  law.  The  commission  shall  have  power  to  pre- 
scribe reasonable  rates,  tolls,  or  charges  for  all  other  services 
performed  by  any  railroad  subject  hereto." 

The  first  paragraph  of  the  fourth  section  is  in  these  words: 

'^  Sec.  4.  Before  any  rates  shall  be  established  under  this 
act,  the  commission  shall  give  the  railroad  company  to  be 
affected  thereby  ten  days'  notice  of  the  time  and  place  when 
and  where  the  rates  shall  be  fixed  ;  and  said  railroad  company 
shall  be  entitled  to  be  heard  at  such  time  and  place,  to  the 
end  that  justice  may  be  done ;  and  it  shall  have  process  to 
enforce  the  attendance  of  its  witnesses.  All  process  herein 
provided  for  shall  be  served  as  in  civil  cases." 

The  remaining  paragraphs  give  power  to  adopt  rules  of 
procedure.   The  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  sections  are  as  follows : 

^^  Sec  5.  In  all  actions  between  private  parties  and  railway 
companies  brought  under  this  law,  the  rates,  charges,  orders, 
rules,  regulations,  and  classifications  prescribed  by  said  com- 
mission before  the  institution  of  such  action  shall  be  held 
conclusive,  and  deemed  and  accepted  to  be  reasonable,  fair, 
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and  just)  and  in  siich  respects  shall  not  be  controverted  therein 
\x\i\,\i  JinaUy  found  otherwise  in  a  direct  action  brought  for 
that  purpose  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  sections  6  and  7 
hereof. 

**  Ssa  6.  If  any  railroad  company  or  other  party  at  interest 
be  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  any  rate,  classification, 
rule,  charge,  order,  act,  or  regulation  adopted  by  the  commis- 
sion, such  dissatisfied  company  or  party  may  file  a  petition 
setting  forth  the  particular  cause  or  causes  of  objection  to 
such  decision,  act,  rate,  rule,  charge,  classification,  or  order, 
or  to  either  or  all  of  them,  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion in  Travis  County,  Texas,  against  said  commission  as  de- 
fendant. Said  action  shall  have  precedence  over  all  other 
causes  on  the  docket  of  a  different  nature,  and  shall  be  tried 
and  determined  as  other  civil  causes  in  said  court.  Either 
party  to  said  action  may  appeal  to  the  appellate  court  having 
jurisdiction  of  said  cause,  and  said  appeal  shall  be  at  once 
returnable  to  said  appellate  court,  at  either  of  its  terms,  and 
said  action  so  appealed  shall  have  precedence  in  said  appellate 
court  of  all  causes  of  a  different  character  therein  pending: 
Provided^  That  if  the  court  be  in  session  at  the  time  such 
right  of  action  accrues,  the  suit  may  be  filed  during  such  term 
and  stand  ready  for  trial  after  ten  days'  notice. 

*^  Sxa  7.  In  all  trials  under  the  foregoing  section  the  burden 
of  proof  shall  rest  upon  the  plaintiff,  who  must  show  by  clear 
and  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  rates,  regulations,  orders, 
classifications,  acts,  or  charges  complained  of  are  unreasonable 
and  unjust  to  it  or  them." 

Sections  8,  9,  10,  11, 12,  and  13  contain  special  provisions 
which  are  not  material  to  the  consideration  of  ^y  question 
presented  in  this  case. 

Section  14  reads : 

^^  Sso.  14.  If  any  railroad  company  subject  to  this  act,  or 
its  agent  or  oflScer,  shall  hereafter  charge,  collect,  demand 
or  receive  from  any  person,  company,  firm,  or  corporation  a 
greater  rate,  charge,  or  compensation  than  that  fixed  and 
established  by  the  railroad  commission  for  the  transportation 
of  freight,  passengers,  or  cars,  or  for  the  use  of  any  car  on 
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the  line  of  its  railroad,  or  any  line  operated  by  it,  or  for 
receiving,  forwarding,  handling,  or  storing  any  such  freight  or 
cars,  or  for  any  other  service  performed  or  to  be  performed 
by  it,  such  railroad  company  and  its  said  agent  and  oflicer 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  extortion,  and  shall  forfeit  and  pay 
to  the  State  of  Texas  a  sum  not  less  than  $100  nor  m(»« 
than  $5000." 

Section  16  defines  unjust  discrimination,  and  imposes  a 
penalty  of  not  less  than  $500  nor  more  than  $5000  upon  anj 
railroad  company  violating  any  provision  of  the  secticHL 

Section  16  is  levelled  against  officers  and  agents  of  railroads, 
and  imposes  a  penalty  of  not  less  than  $100  nor  m(ke  than 
$1000  for  certain  offences  denounced  therein. 

Section  17  declares  that  any  railroad  company  violating  the 
provisions  of  the  act  shall  be  liable  to  the  persons  injured 
thereby  for  the  damages  sustained  in  consequenoe  of  soch 
violation,  and  in  case  it  is  guilty  of  extortion  or  discrimination, 
as  defined  in  the  act,  shall  pay,  in  addition  to  such  damages 
to  the  person  injured,  a  penalty  of  not  less  than  $125  nor 
more  than  $500. 

In  sections  18  and  19  are  further  provisions  as  to  penalties. 
The  remaining  sections,  20  to  24,  inclusive,  contain  matter  of 
detail  which  is  unimportant  in  this  case. 

Three  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  Beagan,  McLean,  and  Foster, 
were  duly  appointed  and  qualified  as  members  of  said  railroad 
commission,  and  organized  it  on  the  10th  day  of  June,  1891. 
The  other  plaintiff  in  error,  Culberson,  is  the  attorney  general 
of  the  State,  who,  by  section  19  of  the  act,  was  chaiged  with 
the  duty  of  instituting  suits  in  the  name  of  the  State  for  the 
recovery  of  all  the  penalties  prescribed  by  the  act,  exoeptiiig 
those  recoverable  by  individuals  under  the  authority  of  section 
17. 

After  the  commission  had  organized  on  June  10,  it  proceeded 
to  establish  certain  rates  for  the  transportation  of  goods  over 
the  railroads  in  the  State,  and  also  certain  regulations  for  the 
management  of  such  transportation.  Thereafter,  on  April  30, 
1892,  the  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Company  filed  its  bill  in 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District 
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of  Texas,  making  as  defendants  the  railroad  commissioners, 
the  attorney  general,  the  International  and  Great  Northern 
Railroad  Company,  and  Thomas  M.  Campbell,  the  receiver 
thereof,  duly  appointed  by  the  District  Court  of  Smith  County, 
Texas.  That  bill,  which  is  too  long  to  be  copied  in  full,  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  trustee  in  a  trust  deed  executed  by 
the  railroad  company  on  the  15th  day  of  June,  1881,  to  secure 
a  second  series  of  bonds,  aggregating  $7,054,000,  bearing 
interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum ;  and  that  there 
was  a  prior  issue  of  bonds  to  the  amount  of  $7,954,000,  secured 
by  a  conveyance  to  John  S.  Kennedy  and  Samuel  Sloan,  as 
trustees.  It  then  set  forth  the  railroad  commission  act  here- 
tofore referred  to,  or  so  much  thereof  as  was  deemed  material, 
the  proceedings  of  the  commission,  and  the  notices  that  were 
given  to  the  railroad  company,  and  attached  as  exhibits  the 
several  orders  prescribing  rates  and  regulations.  It  also 
averred  generally  that  such  rates  were  unreasonable  and 
unjust,  set  forth  certain  specific  facts  which  it  claimed  estab- 
lished the  injustice  and  unreasonableness  of  those  rates,  and 
prayed  a  decree  restraining  the  commission  from  enforcing 
those  rates,  or  any  other  rates,  and  also  restraining  the 
attorney  general  from  instituting  any  suits  to  recover  penal- 
ties for  failing  to  conform  to  such  rates  and  obey  such  regu- 
lations. The  International  and  Great  Northern  Bailroad 
Company  appeared,  filed  an  answer  and  also  a  cross-bill 
similar  in  its  scope  and  effect  to  the  bill  filed  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  praying  substantially  the  same  relief.  The  railroad  com- 
mission and  the  attorney  general  at  first  filed  answers,  but, 
after  a  certain  amount  of  testimony  had  been  taken,  (of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  which  we  are  not  advised,  inasmuch  as  it 
is  not  preserved  in  the  record,)  they  withdrew  their  answers 
and  filed  demurrers,  leave  being  given  at  the  same  time  to 
the  complainant  and  cross-complainant  to  amend  the  bill  and 
cross-bill  before  the  filing  of  the  demurrer.  The  amendments 
to  the  bill  and  cross-bill  were  similar,  and  contained  allegations 
more  in  detail  of  the  losses  in  revenue  sustained  by  the  com- 
pany through  the  enforcement  of  the  tariffs,  and  the  average 
reduction  caused  by  such  tariffs  in  the  rate  theretofore  exist- 
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ing ;  and  also  setting  forth  certain  contract  rights  under  an 
act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Texas,  passed  on  Febra- 
ary  7, 1853.  Thereafter  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the  coart 
on  the  bills  and  cross-bills  and  demurrers,  and  on  March  23, 
1893,  a  decree  was  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  as  follows: 

^'  This  cause  having  been  set  down  for  final  hearing  on  the 
pleadings  and  evidence,  and  being  called  for  hearing  thereon, 
the  defendants  John  H.  Reagan,  William  P.  McLean,  L  L 
Foster,  and  Charles  A.  Culberson  presented  their  motion,  on 
file  herein,  for  leave  to  withdraw  their  answers  and  file  de- 
murrers, which  motion  was  granted  conditioned  upon  the  said 
defendants  paying  all  costs  of  taking  depositions  and  evidence, 
herein  against  them  to  be  taxed,  and  for  which  execution  may 
issue,  and  on  condition  that  the  complainant  and  cross-com- 
plainant have  leave  to  amend  before  the  filing  of  the  de- 
murrers of  the  said  defendants,  which  leave  was  granted,  and 
whereupon  said  amendments  were  filed,  and  the  demurrers  of 
the  said  defendants  were  filed  to  the  original  bill  of  complaint 
and  cross-bill  in  this  cause,  as  also  to  all  amendments  thereto, 
and  were,  by  complainant  and  cross-complainant,  set  down  for 
argument  by  consent,  and  were  by  all  parties  forthwith  sub- 
mitted; and  thereupon,  in  consideration  thereof,  it  was 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  said  demurrers  be,  and 
the  same  are  hereby,  overruled ;  and  the  defendants  John  H. 
Reagan,  William  P.  McLean,  L,  L.  Foster,  and  Charles  A. 
Culberson  having  entered  of  record  their  refusal  to  make 
further  answer,  and  the  fact  that  they  stood  upon  their  de- 
murrers, and  all  parties  submitting  the  cause  for  final  decree, 
it  is  now,  upon  consideration  thereof,  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  that  the  bill  of  complaint  as  amended,  and  the  croesr 
bill  of  complainant  as  amended,  in  the  above-entitled  cause, 
be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  sustained  and  taken  for  con- 
fessed. And  the  said  cause  coming  on  further  to  be  heard 
upon  the  bill  of  complaint  herein  as  amended,  and  upon  the 
answer  of  the  defendant  railroad  company  thereto,  confessing 
the  same,  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  as 
follows,  to  wit : 

"First   That   the  injunctions    heretofore    issued   in    this 
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cause  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  made  perpetual,  and 
accordingly. 

"Second.  That  defendant,  the  International  and  Great 
Jf orthern  Railroad  Company  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  perpetually 
enjoined,  restrained,  and  prohibited  from  putting  or  continu- 
ing in  effect  the  rates,  tariffs,  circulars,  or  orders  of  the  rail- 
road commission  of  Texas,  or  either  or  any  of  them,  as 
described  in  the  bill  of  complaint  herein  and  in  ^  Exhibit  C  ^ 
thereto  and  therewith  filed,  and  from  charging  or  continuing 
to  charge  the  rates  specified  in  said  tariffs,  circulars,  or  orders, 
or  either  or  any  of  them. 

*'  Third.  It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
the  defendants,  the  railroad  commission  of  Texas  and  the  de- 
fendants, John  H.  Eeagan,  William  P.  McLean,  and  L.  L. 
Foster,  acting  as  the  railroad  commission  of  Texas,  and  their 
successors  in  office,  and  the  defendant,  Charles  A.  Culberson, 
acting  as  attorney  general  of  the  State  of  Texas,  and  his  suc- 
cessors in  oflGice,  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  perpetually  enjoined, 
restrained,  and  prohibited  from  instituting  or  authorizing  or 
directing  any  suit  or  suits,  action  or  actions,  against  the  de- 
fendant railroad  company  for  the  recovery  of  any  penalties 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature of  the  St^te  of  Texas,  approved  April  3,  1891,  and 
fully  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint ;  or  under  or  by  virtue 
of  any  of  the  said  tariffs,  ordere,  or  circulars  of  the  said  rail- 
road commission  of  Texas,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  under 
or  by  virtue  of  the  said  act  and  the  said  tariffs,  orders,  or  cir- 
culars of  said  railroad  commission,  or  any  or  either  of  them 
combined,  and  said  defendants  Eeagan,  McLean,  and  Foster 
and  the  railroad  commission  of  Texas  are  further  perpetually 
restrained  from  certifying  any  copy  or  copies  of  any  of  said 
orders,  tariffs,  or  circulars,  or  from  delivering,  or  causing  or  • 
permitting  to  be  delivered,  certified  copies  of  any  of  said  or- 
ders, tariffs,  or  circulars  to  the  said  Culberson  or  any  other 
party,  and  ffom  furnishing  the  said  Culberson,  or  any  other 
party,  any  information  of  any  character  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing,  enabling,  or  aiding  him  or  any  other  party  to  insti- 
tute or  prosecute  any  suit  or  suits  against  the  said  defendant 
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r^l^Mftd  even j«ferT  for  ibe  peooveiy  of  any  penalty  or  penalties 
tr-if?  ibe  sfcji  acL 

**  F^cLT^.  It  is  fonhtf'  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
ibe  sLSd  nilnLK&d  commission  of  Texas  and  the  said  Beagan, 
M.-'LAvr-.  ai>d  Foster  be  perpetually  enjoined,  restrained,  and 
pev<i::-::td  fnc*in  making,  issoing,  or  delivering  to  the  said  rail- 
raid  cosniuny ,  <m*  causing  to  be  made,  issued,  or  delivered  to  it^ 
any  fsnh^r  tariff  or  tariffs*  circular  or  circulars,  order  or  ordera 

•*  F.::h.  Ii  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
all  o:h^  individuals,  persons,  or  corporations  be,  and  they  are 
ben?by,  perpetually  enjoined,  restrained,  and  prohibited  from 
instimtzng  or  prosecuting  any  suit  or  suits  against  the  said 
railroad  company  for  the  recovery  of  any  damages,  over- 
chargtes.  penalty,  or  penalties,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said 
act  or  any  of  its  provisions,  or  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
tariffs,  orvlers,  or  circulars  of  the  said  railroad  commission  of 
Texas,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  act  and  the  said  tariffs,  orders,  and  circulars,  or  any  or 
either  of  them  combined. 

*^  Sixth.  It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  all 
rates,  tariffs,  circulars,  and  orders  heretofore  made  and  issne<l 
by  said  commission,  and  fully  described  in  *  Exhibit  C  *  to  the 
bill  of  complaint  herein,  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  declared  to 
be  unreasonable,  unfair,  and  unjust  as  to  complainant  and 
cross-complainant,  and  they  are  hereby  cancelled  and  declared 
to  be  null,  void,  and  of  no  effect. 

"Seventh.  It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
that  all  costs  herein  be  taxed  against  said  defendants  £eagan, 
McLean,  Culberson,  and  Foster  and  the  railroad  commission 
of  Texas,  and  that  execution  may  issue  therefor.'' 

From  that  decree  the  railroad  commission  and  the  attorney 
general  have  appealed  to  this  court. 

Mr.  Charles  A.  Otdbersortj  Attorney  Oeneral  of  the  State  of 
Texas,  for  appellants,  to  the  point  that  the  suit  was  against 
the  State  of  Texas,  said : 

This  being  a  suit  by  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  New  Yort 
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against  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Railroad  Commission, 
it  is  in  effect  a  suit  against  the  State  of  Texas,  and  is  inhibited 
by  the  eleventh  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

(1)  It  must  now  be  accepted  as  settled  law  that  a  suit  by  a 
citizen  against  the  attorney  general  of  one  of  the  States  of  the 
Union  in  his  official  capacity  is  prohibited  by  this  amendment, 
if  the  law  under  which  he  purports  to  do  the  act  complained 
of  is  valid  and  constitutional.  Assuming  the  validity  of  the 
commission  law  for  present  purposes,  it  follows  that  the  pro- 
ceedings and  decree  against  the  attorney  general  are  void. 
This  is  true  whether  the  law  is  valid  in  its  entirety  or  with 
the  exception  of  section  5,  because  in  suits  by  the  attorney 
general  in  the  name  of  the  State  the  justness  of  the  rates 
may  be  inquired  into.  In  re  AyerSj  123  U.  S.  443 ;  Pennoyer 
V.  McConnaughy,  140  U.  S.  1,  10 ;  In  re  Tyler,  149  U.  S.  164, 
190,  191. 

As  the  injunction  is  sought  against  the  attorney  general 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  arresting  proceedings  in  the  state 
courts  in  the  name  of  the  State  alleged  to  be  contemplated  by 
him,  the  suit  is  expressly  forbidden  by  statute.  That  the  law 
under  which  he  proposes  to  act  may  be  invalid  is  not  material. 
Rev.  Stat.  §  720  ;  Bensselaer  db  Saratoga  Railroad  v.  Benning- 
ton <k  RuiUmd  Railroad,  18  Fed.  Eep.  617. 

It  is  not  urged  that  the  attorney  general  can  take  part  in 
the  establishment  of  rates,  or  in  any  other  manner  is  interfer- 
ing with  the  property  of  the  railroad  company,  or  contem- 
plating any  other  act  save  the  institution  of  suits  in  which  the 
company  may,  under  the  theory  of  complainant,  contest  in 
the  courts  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  fixed  by  the  com- 
mission. It  is  only  in  suits  instituted  by  private  parties  that 
the  law  makes  the  rates  conclusively  reasonable  until  other- 
wise determined  in  a  direct  action.  In  every  action  author- 
ized to  be  brought  by  the  attorney  general  the  defence  that 
the  rates  are  unreasonable  may  be  interposed.  Under  such 
conditions  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Field  in  the  case  where 
it  was  attempted  to  enjoin  the  attorney  general  of  Virginia 
from  instituting  suits  in  the  name  of  that  Commonwealth  is 
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particularly  pertinent :  "  There  is  a  wide  diflference  between 
restraining  officers  of  the  State  from  interfering  in  such  cases 
with  the  property  of  the  citizen,  and  restraining  them  from 
prosecuting  a  suit  in  the  name  of  the  State  in  her  own  courts 
to  collect  an  alleged  claim.  Her  courts  are  at  all  times  as 
open  to  her  for  the  prosecution  of  her  demands  as  they  are 
open  to  her  citizens  for  the  prosecution  of  their  claims."  In 
re  AyerSy  123  TJ.  S.  509 ;  Mc  Whorter  v.  Pensacola  cfe  Atlantic 
Railroad  J  24  Florida,  417. 

(2)  Still  assuming  the  validity  of  the  law,  the  suit  as  to  the 
railroad  commission  is  in  effect  against  the  State,  and  there- 
fore prohibited.  I  am  aware  that  in  some  eases  {Mc  Whorter 
V.  Pensacola  c&c.  RaV/road^  24  Florida,  417;  Chicago  d 
Jforthwestem  Railroad  v.  Bey,  35  Fed.  Rep.  866,  870 ;  Chi- 
cago  dk  St  Paul  Railway  \.  Becker ^  35  Fed.  Eep.  883,  885; 
Richmond  &  Danville  Railroad  v.  Trarmnd^  53  Fed.  Kep. 
196)  it  is  denied  generally  that  suits  against  a  railroad  com- 
mission are  suits  against  the  State,  but  the  application  of  prin- 
ciples announced  in  the  best  considered  of  them  will  sustain 
our  contention.  In  the  Florida  case  it  is  said  "  that  the  rule 
which  forbids  a  suit  against  officers,  because  in  effect  a  suit 
against  the  State,  applies  only  where  the  interest  of  the  State  is 
through  some  contract  or  some  property  right  of  hers,  or  where 
her  interest  is  in  a  suit  brought  or  threatened  by  her  officers, 
in  her  own  name,  to  enforce  some  alleged  cli^  of  hers."  In 
the  Pey  case  Judge  Brewer  Said :  "  And  in  all  the  cases  in 
which,  where  the  State  was  not  a  party  to  the  record,  and  yet 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  that  it  was  a  real 
party  in  interest,  and  therefore  the  Federal  court  without  ju- 
risdiction, it  will,  I  think,  be  found  that  some  contract  of  the 
State  was  the  foundation  of  the  litigation,  and  that  those  suits, 
though  nominally  against  state  officers,  were  construed  by  that 
court  as  in  fact  suits  to  compel  performance  by  the  State  of 
its  contract,  or  to  prevent  it  from  carrying  into  effect  meas- 
ures intended  to  work  a  repudiation."  Here  both  the  com- 
plainant and  cross-complainant  allege  that  the  law  passed  the 
7th  day  of  February,  1854,  "  entered  into  and  formed  a  part 
of  the  charter  contract  between  said  railway  company,  the 
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State  of  Texas,  and  the  bondholders  aforesaid,"  and  this  is  in 
effect  a  suit  to  restrain  the  State  of  Texas,  through  the  com- 
mission, from  violating  the  alleged  contract  by  establishing 
rates  which  will  yield  less  revenue  than  that  authorized  by  the 
act  of  1854.  It  is  also  said  in  these  opinions  that  to  constitute 
suits  against  the  State,  when  its  officers  are  the  nominal  de- 
fendants, the  State  must  have  a  pecuniary  interest  involved. 
Such  is  this  case.  The  commission  law  provides  penalties  for 
its  violation,  directs  in  sections  19  and  21  thereof  that  the 
commission  shall  cause  them  to  be  recovered  and  that  they 
shall  be  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  State.  The  right  to 
these  penalties  is  a  property  right ;  they  are  debts  and  de- 
mands due  the  State  by  the  companies,  and  to  restrain  the 
commission  and  the  attorney  general  from  recovering  them 
is  a  denial  of  the  right  of  the  State  to  collect  its  debts  and 
reduce  its  property  to  possession. 

But  the  principle  of  these  cases,  it  is  submitted,  is  too  nar- 
row. They  lay  down  the  rule  that  suits,  though  against 
officers  through  whom  alone  it  may  perform  its  sovereign 
functions,  are  not  against  the  State  unless  a  contract  with  the 
State  is  involved  in  the  litigation  or  unless  the  State  has  a 
property  interest  in  the  controversy.  Such  a  construction  is 
destructive  of  the  larger  purpose  of  the  Eleventh  Amendment. 
From  its  terms  and  history  it  is  clear  that  this  purpose  was  to 
protect  the  State  against  Federal  judicial  interference  with  its 
administrative  affairs  as  well  as  with  its  mere  property  rights. 
It  is  thereby  declared  that  the  "  judicial  power  shall  not  be 
construed  to  extend  to  (my  suit  in  law  or  equity  "  against  a 
State  by  a  citizen  of  another  State.  The  character  of  the  suit 
is  immaterial  (1  Kent  Com.  297).  The  inhibition  attaches  if 
by  the  decree  the  property  rights  of  the  State  may  be  affected 
or  if  the  State  through  its  officers  may  be  compelled  to  do  or 
abstain  from  doing  any  act  in  its  governmental  capacity.  It 
is  inconceivable  that  the  people  of  the  United  States,  at  that 
period  intensely  watchful  and  jealous  of  the  rights  of  the 
States,  intended  by  this  broad  and  comprehensive  amendment 
to  protect  the  States  against  judicial  interference  with  their 
property  and  leave  unprotected  the  vital,  undelegated  powers 
of  government. 
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By  the  Constitution,  as  originally  adopted,  the  judicial 
power  of  the  United  States  did  not  extend  to  oontroversi^ 
bet\Yeen  a  State  and  its  own  citizens;  nor  does  it  now.  It 
only  extended  to  controversies  '^  between  a  State  and  citizens 
of  another  State."  This  court,  however,  decided  in  1793  that 
a  State  could  be  sued  by  a  citizen  of  another  State.  Chishclm 
V.  Georgia^  2  Dall.  419.  This  decision  produced  great  concern 
among  the  States.  Intense  feeling  was  aroused,  which  led  to 
the  adoption  of  the  Eleventh  Amendment.  As  the  Constitu- 
tion then  stood  suits  against  the  State  could  not  be  maintained 
by  their  own  citizens,  and  consequently  it  was  only  necessary 
to  deny  the  right  to  citizens  of  other  States,  as  was  done  by 
the  amendment.  It  is  an  indisputable  truth  of  history  that 
this  amendment  was  dictated  by  considerations  of  state  sov- 
ereignty and  had  for  its  purpose  the  restoration  of  state  im- 
munity from  suit  by  individuals  as' it  existed  prior  to  the 
formation  of  the  Union.  2  Hare's  Amer.  Const.  Law,  1055! 
1  Bryce,  Amer.  Comm.  231. 

"  The  adoption  of  the  first  eleven  amendments  to  the  Con- 
stitution, so  soon  after  the  original  instrument  was  accepted, 
shows  a  prevailing  sense  of  danger  at  that  time  from  the  Fed- 
eral power.  And  it  cannot  be  denied  that  such  a  jealousy 
continued  to  exist  with  many  patriotic  men  until  the  breaking 
out  of  the  late  civil  war."  Slaughter-house  Caeee^  16  Wall 
36,  82 ;  Davidson  v.  Nefw  Orleans,  96  U.  S.  97, 101. 

What,  then,  as  this  immunity  from  suit  restored  by  the 
amendment?  Is  it  limited  to  mere  pecuniary  and  property 
rights,  or  does  it  extend  to  those  of  administration  and  gov- 
ernment ?  The  exemption  of  the  United  States  and  the  sev- 
eral States  of  the  Union  from  being  impleaded  without  their 
consent  is  as  absolute  as  that  of  the  Crown  of  England,  CoheM 
v.  Virgmia,  6  Wheat.  264,  411,  and  "  no  suit  or  action  can  be 
brought  against  the  King  even  in  civil  matters,  because  no 
court  can  have  jurisdiction  over  him."    1  Bl.  Com.  241. 

The  foundation  of  the  doctrine  shows  it  to  be  applicable  to 
governmental  affairs.  In  Nichols  v.  United  States,  7  Wall. 
122, 126,  Mr.  Justice  Davis  said :  "  Every  government  has  an 
inherent  right  to  protect  itself  against  suits,  and  if,  in  the 
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liberality  of  legislation,  they  are  permitted,  it  is  only  on  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  are  prescribed  by  statute.  The  prin- 
ciple is  fundamental,  applies  to  every  sovereign  power,  and, 
but  for  Ihe  protection  which  it  affords,  the  government  would 
he  unable  to  perform  the  various  duties  for  which  it  was 
created?^  In  Briggs  v.  Light  Boats^  11  Allen,  157,  162,  Mr. 
Justice  Gray  thus  stated  the  rule :  *'  It  is  an  elementary  and 
familiar  principle  of  English  and  American  constitutional  law 
that  no  direct  suit  can  be  brought  against  the  sovereign  in  his 
own  courts  without  his  consent.  In  the  older  books  this  is 
often  put  upon  the  technical  ground  that,  all  judicial  writs 
being  in  the  name  of  the  King  as  the  fountain  of  justice,  the 
King  cannot  by  his  own  writ  command  himself.  But  the 
broader  reason  is  that  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  very 
idea  of  supreme  executive  power  and  would  endanger  the  per- 
formance of  the  public  duties  of  the  sovereign  to  subject  him 
to  repeated  suits  as  a  matter  of  right,  at  the  will  of  any  citizen, 
and  to  submit  to  the  judicial  tribunals  the  control  and  dis- 
position of  his  public  property,  his  instruments  and  means  of 
carrying  on  the  government  in  war  and  peace  and  the  money 
in  his  Treasury.''  In  the  case  of  Ayers  Mr.  Justice  Matthews 
said :  "  The  very  object  and  purpose  of  the  Eleventh  Amend- 
ment were  to  prevent  the  indignity  of  subjecting  a  State  to  the 
coercive  process  of  judicial  tribunals  at  the  instance  of  private 
parties.  It  was  thought  to  be  neither  becoming  nor  convenient 
that  the  several  States  of  the  Union,  invested  with  that  large 
residuum  of  sovereignty  which  had  not  been  delegated  to  the 
United  States,  should  be  summoned  as  defendants  to  answer 
the  complaints  of  private  persons,  whether  citizens  of  other 
States  or  aliens,  or  that  the  course  of  their  public  policy  and 
the  administration  of  their  public  affairs  should  be  subject  to 
and  controlled  by  the  mandates  of  judicial  tribunals  without 
their  consent,  and  in  favor  of  individual  interests."  In  re 
Ay&rsj  123  U.  S.  505. 

It  thus  appears  that  immunity  from  suit  rests  upon  the 
broad  ground  that  suability  is  incompatible  with  sovereignty ; 
that  but  for  the  rule  ^Hhe  government  would  be  unable  to 
l>erform  the  various  duties  for  which  it  was  created ; "  that 
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any  other  rale  "  woald  ejadauger  the  performance  of  the  public 
duties "  of  the  State  and  place  under  the  control  of  the  jndi- 
ciarj  "  the  instruments  and  means  of  carrying  on  the  govern- 
ment," and  that  without  it  "  the  course  of  their  public  policy 
and  the  administration  of  their  public  affairs "  would  be  sub- 
ject to  and  controlled  by  the  mandates  of  judicial  tribunals. 
The  constitutional  amendment  adopted  by  the  people  of  Texas 
in  1890  and  under  which  the  commission  law  was  enacted  con- 
tains this  provision  :  '^  The  legislature  shall  pass  laws  to  regu- 
late railroad  freight  and  passenger  tariffs,  to  correct  abases 
and  prevent  unjust  discrimination  and  extortion  in  the  rates 
of  freight  and  passenger  tariffs  on  the  different  railroads  in 
this  State,  and  enforce  the  same  by  adequate  penalties ;  and 
to  the  further  accomplishment  of  these  objects  and  purposes 
may  provide  and  establish  all  requisite  means  and  agencies 
invested  with  such  powers  as  may  be  deemed  adequate  and 
advisable."  No  rates  were  fixed  directly  by  the  legislature, 
but  authority  to  establish  rates  is  vested  in  the  commission. 
The  commission  is  the  agency  and  means  adopted  by  the  legis^ 
lature  to  perform  the  duty  enjoined  by  the  Constitution.  It 
is  given  a  superintending  authority  over  the  railways  of  the 
State,  and  in  effect  is  directed  to  take  care  that  the  laws  relatr 
ing  thereto  are  faithfully  executed.  It  is  required  to  establish 
rates,  to  enforce  the  same  by  having  the  penalties  inflicted, 
to  report  violations  of  the  law  to  the  attorney  general  and 
request  prosecutions,  to  investigate  all  complaints  against  rail- 
road companies,  and,  generally,  it  may  be  said,  the  most  im- 
portant functions  of  government  relating  to  the  establishment 
and  enforcement  of  rates  are  entrusted  to  it  The  commission 
is  the  representative  of  the  State  and  within  the  limits  of  the 
law  its  acts  are  the  acts  of  the  State.  The  same  is  true  of 
other  state  officers  in  the  various  divisions  of  government, 
and  the  principle  which  would  extend  judicial  power  over  one 
would  finally  encompass  the  whole,  and  in  the  end  the  entire 
administrative  machinery  of  the  State  would  pass  under  the 
control  and  domination  of  the  judiciary.  These  proceedings, 
if  sustained,  will  interfere  with  or  prevent  the  State  from 
exercising  its  undoubted  power  to  regulate  commerce,  one 
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of  the  most  important  functions  and  duties  of  government, 
through  the  agency  of  a  commission,  and  it  is  idle  to  say  that 
to  enjoin  the  officers  through  whom  alone  it  can  perform  these 
duties,  or  through  whom  it  lawfully  elects  to  perform  them, 
does  not  enjoin  the  State.  A  construction  which  places  its 
administrative  agencies  under  the  control  of  the  judiciary  of 
a  distinct  government  degrades  a  State,  and  is  utterly  destruc- 
tive of  its  independence  in  aU  the  powers  not  delegated  to  the 
United  States  and  which  are  reserved  to  it  by  the  Constitution. 
Compared  with  the  independent  exercise  of  that  '^arge  re- 
siduum of  sovereignty  "  remaining  in  the  States,  mere  property 
rights  are  of  small  consequence,  and  to  narrow  the  amendment 
to  these  would  not  accomplish  the  aims  and  aspirations  of  its 
authors  or  reflect  the  spirit  of  their  time.  They  would  have 
repelled  the  suggestion  that  their  conception  and  purpose  were 
limited  to  the  lesser  consideration  of  property  and  took  no 
heed  of  the  autonomy  of  the  States.  Their  plan  contemplated 
and  embraced  all  of  these.  What  would  have  been  the  an- 
swer then  and  what  should  it  be  now  to  the  proposition  that 
States  may  not  be  sued  on  contracts  or  for  property,  but  may 
be  enjoined  from  exercising  the  ])owers  and  duties  of  govern- 
ment ?  What  would  it  avail  the  States  to  save  their  property 
and  lose  their  independence  ?  Let  me  not  be  misunderstood. 
It  is  conceded  that  if  the  law  is  void  the  suit  as  against  the 
commission  is  not,  under  the  decisions,  against  the  State. 
The  contention  is  that  the  law  is  constitutional,  that  the  com- 
mission in  effect  and  in  respect  of  the  powers  and  duties  con- 
ferred and  enjoined  by  it  is  the  State,  and  a  suit  against  it 
which  interferes  with  the  performance  of  these  duties  or 
which  wholly  restrains  such  performance  is  against  the  State. 
Any  other  conclusion,  it  is  submitted,  is  illogical  and  indefen- 
sible. It  is  attested  by  the  pronounced  theory  of  this  case. 
The  very  basis  and  foundation  of  the  suit,  the  corner-stone  of 
the  complaint,  is  that  the  State,  through  the  commission,  is  de- 
priving the  trustee  of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  in 
violation  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment;  for  this  amendment, 
in  declaring  "  Nor  shall  any  State  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  without  due  process  of  law."  is  levelled 
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only  against  state  action,  and  is  not  infringed  unless  the  State 
is  the  actor.  An  injunction  against  the  commission  under  that 
amendment  is  necessarily  against  the  State,  because  if  the 
commission  does  not  act  for  the  State  the  amendment  is  not 
violated.  ^'  To  secure  the  manifest  purposes  of  the  constitu- 
tional exemption  guaranteed  by  the  Eleventh  Amendment 
requii*es  that  it  should  be  interpreted,  not  literally  and  too 
narrowly,  but  fairly,  and  with  such  breadth  and  largeness  as 
effectually  to  accomplish  the  substance  of  its  purpose.  In  this 
spirit  it  must  be  held  to  cover,  not  only  suits  brought  against 
a  State  by  name,  but  those  also  against  its  officers,  agents, 
and  representatives,  where  the  State,  though  not  named  as 
such,  is,  nevertheless,  the  only  real  party  against  which  alone 
in  fact  the  relief  is  asked,  and  against  which  the  judgment  or 
decree  effectively  operates."    In  re  Ayers^  123  U.  S.  505, 506. 

Mr.  John  F.  Dillon  and  Mr.  K  B.  KruttschniU^  (with 
whom  were  Mr,  Herbert  B,  Turner  and  Mr.  John  J.  McCaok 
on  the  brief,)  for  appellee,  upon  the  effect  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  upon  the  power  of  the  States  to  regulate  and 
control  railway  fares  and  charges,  said : 

The  underlying  question  in  this  case  is  whether  at  this  time, 
railway  companies  and  the  holders  of  their  shares  and  bonds 
have  any  effectual  protection  against  legislative  invasion  and 
destruction  of  the  values  of  their  properties.  In  1891  the 
legislature  of  Texas  passed  a  railroad  commission  act,  which 
empowers  three  citizens  of  Texas  who,  by  the  appointment  of 
the  governor,  constitute  the  commission,  to  fix  rates  for  rail- 
w^ay  transportation,  and  provides  that  the  rates  so  fixed  shall 
be  in  all  cases  presumptively,  and  in  certain  cases  conclusively, 
reasonable  and  lawful. 

It  enacts  that  if  any  railway  company  shall  charge  or 
receive  a  greater  rate  than  that  fixed  and  established  by  the 
commission,  it  shall  be  guilty  of  extortion  and  liable  to  donble 
penalties,  one  to  the  State  and  one  to  the  passenger  or  ship- 
])er,  ranging  from  $100  to  $5000  for  each  offence.  Under  the 
authority  of  this  act  the  commission  have,  as  alleged,  both 
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generally  and  circumstantially,  in  the  bill  and  amended  bill  of 
complaint,  fixed  tariffs  of  rates  which  are  unreasonable  and 
unjust,  and  have  coerced  the  companies  to  put  these  rates  into 
effect  under  the  menaces  contained  in  the  act  of  a  vast  multi- 
plicity of  suits  to  enforce  the  provisions  thereof  as  to  damages 
and  penalties. 

The  shareholders  and  the  bondholders,  as  well  as  the  rail- 
way companies,  are  remediless  unless  they  can  obtain  judicial 
relief.  And  they  can  obtain  no  such  relief  in  this  and  the  like 
causes  unless  the  act  itself,  or  the  orders  of  the  commission 
establishing  such  rates,  are  in  conflict  with  the  act  or  with  the 
provisions  of  the  constitution  of  the  State,  or  of  those  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  protect 
private  property  from  state  legislative  spoliation,  and  which 
guarantee  to  every  person  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  of 
the  land. 

The  founders  of  our  democratic,  or  rather  republican  insti- 
tutions were  neither  visionaries  nor  socialists.  It  is  among 
the  eternal  lessons  of  history,  which  they  well  knew,  that  the 
mass  of  the  people  were  subject  to  the  influence  of  supposed 
temporary  interests,  and  of  "  violent  and  casual  forces  "  which 
might  be  in  conflict  with  their  own  vital  and  permanent  wel- 
fare. Realizing  this  truth,  and  the  necessity  of  safe-guarding 
these  vital  and  permanent  interests,  the  founders  of  our  politi- 
cal and  legal  institutions  devised  —  and  the  device  has  been 
supposed  to  be  the  crowning  proof  of  their  wisdom  —  the 
American  polity  of  constitutional  restraints  upon  all  the 
departments  of  the  governments  which  the  people  established. 
All  the  original  States  undertook  to  secure  the  inviolability 
of  private  property.  This  they  did,  either  by  extracting  and 
adopting,  in  terms,  the  famous  39th  article  of  Magna  Cbarta, 
securing  the  people  from  arbitrary  imprisonment  and  arbi- 
trary spoliation,  or  by  claiming  for  themselves,  compendi- 
ously, all  of  the  liberties  and  rights  set  forth  in  the  Great 
Charter.  We  make  this  statement  as  to  the  action  of  the 
original  States  after  a  careful  examination  of  their  charters 
and  constitutions. 

When  the  Federal  constitution  was  formed,  there  was  in- 
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serted  in  it  the  proTisioii,  also  original  and  uniqae,  "  that  no 
State  shall  pass  any  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts." 

Encroachments  from  the  general  government  were  feared, 
and  this  fear  led  to  the  speedy  adoption  of  the  first  amend- 
ments to  the  constitution.  Justice  Miller,  in  the  Slaughter- 
house cases  says:  ^The  adoption  of  the  first  eleven 
amendments  to  the  Constitution,  so  soon  after  the  original 
instrument  was  accepted,  shows  prevailing  sense  of  danger 
at  that  time  from  the  Federal  power." 

The  Fifth  Amendment  was  borrowed  from  the  Magna 
Charta,  where  it  had  stood  for  more  than  five  centuries  as 
the  bulwark  of  the  ancient  and  inherited  rights  of  English- 
men to  be  secure  in  their  personal  liberty  and  in  their  posses- 
sion. It  was  a  limitation  only  on  the  general  government; 
but  it  showed  a  settled  purpose,  from  the  beginning,  in  both 
State  and  Federal  constitutions  to  protect  and  secure  personal 
liberty  and  private  property. 

With  these  guarantees — the  inviolability  of  contracts  and 
the  sacredness  of  private  property  —  the  Kepublic  set  out  on 
its  untried  course.  One  hundred  3'ears  and  more  have  vindi- 
cated the  necessity  and  the  wisdom  of  these  organic  limita- 
tions. 

The  result  of  the  provision  ordaining  contracts  to  be  invi- 
olable has  been,  says  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  '^to  make  void 
innumerable  acts  of  state  legislatures  intended  in  times  of  dis- 
astrous financial  depression  and  suffering  to  protect  from  the 
hardships  of  a  rigid  and  prompt  enforcement  of  the  law  in 
regard  to  their  contracts,  and  to  prevent  the  States  from  re- 
pealing, abrogating,  or  avoiding  by  legislation,  contracts  fairly 
entered  into  with  other  parties."    Miller  on  Const.  393. 

Hundreds  of  acts  of  state  legislation  have  been  declared 
void  under  this  clause  by  this  court,  and  attempted  repudiation, 
with  its  consequent  dishonor,  prevented.  Who  is  not  glad 
that  the  States  have  not  the  power  to  destroy  or  impair  con- 
tracts? 

So,  likewise,  the  provisions  in  the  state  and  national  con- 
stitutions protecting  private  property  have,  up  to  this  time, 
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heQXi  effective.  These  have  been,  indeed,  the  great  triumphs 
of  our  popular  system  of  government,  for  these  were  supposed 
to  be  its  vulnerable  spots.  Disbelievers  in  republican  institu- 
tions had  predicted  early  shipwreck  on  these  rocks,  and  when 
it  came  not  they  simply  postponed  the  period  of  fulfilment. 

The  history  and  general  purpose  of  the  Thirteenth,  Four- 
teenth, and  Fifteenth  Amendments  are  set  forth  in  the  Slaugh- 
ter-house cases  and  in  other  cases  decided  by  this  court.  We  have 
no  occasion  to  offer  any  specific  criticism  on  these  decisions ;  for, 
so  far  as  concerns  the  question  of  state  power  over  railway 
rates,  a  review  of  all  the  cases  on  this  subject  from  Munn  v. 
lUinais  and  the  Granger  oases^  decided  in  1876,  to  the  JUichi- 
gan  Passenger  Rate  case^  decided  in  1892,  establishes  the 
doctrine  that  the  States  have  the  power  to  regulate  rates,  but 
that  such  power  must  be  exercised  subject  to  the  prohibitions 
of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and,  if  the  regulations  thus 
made  are  unreasonable,  they  are  void ;  and  the  question 
whether  or  not  they  are  unreasonable  is  a  judicial  question,  to 
be  detennined  by  the  courts  in  suits  commenced  and  conducted 
therein,  under  and  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  land. 

We  contend  for  nothing  more.  As  thus  understood,  the 
doctrine  is,  as  we  believe,  just  and  sound. 

We  must  say,  however,  that  it  has  seemed  to  us  that  the 
principles  and  purpose  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  have 
not  always  been  appreciated  to  the  full.  We  agree  that  it 
was  not  intended  to  effect  structural  changes  as  between  the 
state  and  Federal  govertiments,  but  we  do  not  agree  that  its 
language  or  scope  are  to  be  limited  by  the  special  causes  which 
occasioned  its  adoption. 

It  may  be  that  the  oppressions  of  the  freedmen  by  the  States 
in  which  they  had  been  slaves  was  the  immediate  cause  of  the 
amendment,  but  its  language  is  not  confined  to  color  or  to 
class.  It  is  general  and  unlimited.  Motley  expresses  a  great 
truth  when  he  says  :  "  So  close  is  the  relationship  of  the  whole 
human  family  that  it  is  impossible  for  a  nation,  even  when 
struggling  for  itself,  not  to  acquire  something  for  all  man- 
kind." Preface  to  Dutch  Republic.  And  it  is  the  special 
glory  of  those  who  framed  and  secured  this  amendment  that 
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they  purposely  made  its  language  and  provisions  universal  and 
undistinguisbing  in  their  application.  It  is,  in  fact,  a  reaffinna- 
tion,  in  the  most  impressive  and  solemn  form,  of  the  sacredness 
and  stability  of  private  property,  as  one  of  the  fundamental 
and  indestructible  rights  of  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Thus  it  is  effectual  to  protect  railway  properties  against  any 
action  or  legislation  of  the  States,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  de- 
prive the  companies  of  a  right  to  a  reasonable  compensation 
for  services  in  the  transportation  of  freight  or  passengers.  In 
this  aspect  the  question  of  what  is  a  reasonable  compensation 
is  a  judicial  question  to  be  determined  in  the  courts. 

The  Texas  Railroad  Commission  Act,  in  respect  of  fixing 
and  enforcing  rates  of  charges,  is  in  violation  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  for  the  reason  that  provisions  of 
the  Texas  act  in  that  behalf  not  only  limit  but  effectoallj 
deny  to  railway  companies  subject  to  the  act,  the  right  to  a 
judicial  inquiry  into  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  fixed 
by  the  commission,  and  thereby  deny  to  the  companies  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws ;  and  if  the  Texas  act  is  enforced 
in  the  manner  provided  therein,  (and  it  cannot,  of  course,  be 
otherwise  enforced,)  it  deprives  the  companies  of  their  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law. 

We  understand  and  maintain  that  the  decisions  of  this 
court  on  the  subject  of  the  power  of  the  States  over  railway 
tariffs  or  charges  establish  the  following  principles : 

As  to  railways  created  by  a  State,  or  doing  business  in  a 
State  under  state  authority,  the  result  of  the  decisions  of  this 
court  is  that,  as  to  interstate  commerce,  the  several  States 
are  without  any  authority  whatever  to  touch  or  regulate  the 
same  in  any  degree.  As  to  domestic  commerce  —  that  is, 
such  as  ^^  begins  and  ends  within  a  State,  disconnected  from 
a  continuous  transportation  through  or  into  other  States,*' 
Wabash  dkc.  Railway  v.  lUinois,  118  U.  S.  557, 564  — the  State 
may  establish  maximum  rates  of  charges,  either  immediately 
by  legislative  act  or  mediately  through  a  commission,  but  this 
power  is  not  unlimited :  like  all  other  legislative  powers,  it  is 
subject  to  the  prohibitions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  particularly  to  those  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 


REAGAN  V.  FARMERS'  LOAN  &  TRUST  CO.      383 
Argument  for  Appellee. 

ment.  The  constitutional  limitation  is  that  the  rates  thus 
fixed,  although  they  are  prima  fade  valid,  because  presump- 
tively reasonable,  are  nevertheless  void  if  the  carrier  affected 
thereby  can  establish  in  a  proper  judicial  proceeding  that 
they  are  unreasonable.  The  question  of  reasonableness  or 
unreasonableness  is  in  all  cases  ^^  ultimately  a  judicial  ques- 
tion, requiring  due  process  of  law  for  its  determination  "  — 
that  is,  judicial  investigation  in  a  suit  in  the  courts  of  justice 
"  under  the  forms  and  with  the  machinery  provided  by  the 
wisdom  of  successive  ages  for  the  investigation  judicially  of 
the  truth  of  a  matter  in  controversy."  It  is  not  competent, 
therefore,  for  the  State  to  enact  that  the  rates  fixed  by  a 
commission^  whether  expc^rie  or  after  notice  and  investigation 
are  conclusive  or  final,  for  such  an  act  would  be  unconstitu- 
tional, since  it  denies  to  the  company  due  process  of  law,  and, 
by  depriving  it  of  the  lawful  use  of  its  property  deprives  it  of 
the  property  itself,  and  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 
Chicago^  Milwaukee  dkc.  Railway  v.  Minnesota^  134  U.  S.  418, 
458.  As  the  result  of  all  this  we  contend  {a)  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Texas  Railroad  Commission  act  as  to  fixing 
and  enforcing  rates  are  unconstitutional;  and  {b)  that  the 
complainants  are  entitled,  on  the  averments  in  the  bill  and 
the  amended  bill,  to  an  injunction  and  decree  against  the  en- 
forcement of  those  rates. 

The  justice  of  this  contention  will  be  shown  by  an  examina- 
tion of  the  decisions  of  this  court  on  the  subject  of  the  extent 
of  legislative  power  over  railway  tariffs. 

The  earliest  decisions  were  in  Mvmm,  v.  lUinois^  and  what 
are  known  as  the  Granger  cases.  These  cases  were  decided 
in  1876,  and  are  reported  in  94  U.  S.  113;  155-180. 

In  each  of  the  cases  the  state  legislatures  had  fixed  a 
maximum  rate.  The  elevator  owner  and  the  railway  companies 
denied  the  existence  of  any  such  power  in  the  States.  This 
was  the  great  overshadowing  question,  and  the  one  to  which 
the  attention  of  the  court  was  given,  and  the  one  which  was 
adjudged.  The  judgment  was  that  such  a  power  existed,  but 
the  scope  and  extent  of  the  power  were  not  determined,  for  the 
cases  did  not  require  it. 
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In  1883,  the  general  question  of  the  scope  of  state  legisLative 
power,  under  special  provisions  of  the  state  constitution  and 
statutes,  to  fix  rates  for  a  public  water  supply  came  before  the 
court  in  a  case  from  California. 

The  case  of  Spring  Valley  Water  Works  v.  SchotUer,  110 
U.  S.  347  (1883),  above  referred  to,  was  this : 

The  Spring  Valley  Water  Works  Company  was  illco^ 
porated  under  the  General  Incorporation  act  of  the  State  of 
California,  and  under  a  constitution  which  provided  that  all  laws 
passed  might  be  from  time  to  time  altered  and  repealed.  The 
act  under  which  the  company  was  incorporated  provided  that 
rates  for  water  should  be  fixed  by  a  board  of  commissioners 
to  be  appointed  in  part  by  the  corporation  and  in  part  by  the 
municipal  authorities.  Afterwards  the  constitution  and  laws 
were  changed  so  as  to  take  away  from  the  corporations  which 
had  been  organized  and  put  into  operation  under  the  old  con- 
stitution and  laws,  the  power  to  name  members  of  the  boards 
of  commissioners,  and  so  as  to  place  in  the  municipal  authori- 
ties the  sole  power  of  fixing  rates  for  water.  The  precise  and 
sole  point  decided  was  that  these  changes  did  not  violate  any 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  There 
was  no  question  in  the  record  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  raU$ 
fixed  for  water.    This  is  most  materiaL 

The  next  case  in  the  order  of  time  bearing  upon  the  subject 
is  the  Wabash  Railway  case^  entitled  Wahashj  St.  Louis  A 
Pacific  Railway  v.  Illinois^  118  U.  S.  557  (1886). 

In  this  case  the  Wabash  Kailway  Company  charged  Elder 
&  McKinney  for  transporting  a  carload  of  goods  from  Peoria, 
Illinois,  to  New  York  City,  $39,  being  at  the  rate  of  15  cents 
per  hundred  pounds  for  said  carload.  On  the  same  day  the 
said  company  charged  Bailey  &  Swannell  on  another  carload 
of  goods  from  Gilman,  Illinois,  to  New  York  City,  $65,  being 
at  the  rate  of  25  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  though  the  car- 
load transported  for  Elder  &  McKinney  was  carried  86  miles 
further  in  the  State  of  Illinois  than  the  oth^r.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Illinois  held  that  this  was  an  unjust  discrimination, 
and  violated  the  Illinois  statute  which  prohibited  unjust 
discriminations.    The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 


REAGAIi  V.  FARMERS'   LOAN  &  TRUST  CO.     886 

Argament  for  Appellee. 

reversed  this  judgment,  and  held  that  these  shipments  were  com- 
merce among  the  States,  the  regulation  of  which  is  confided 
exduawdy  to  Congress,  and  that  sach  transportation  was  not  in 
any  degree  or  to  any  extent  subject  to  regulation  by  the  State ; 
and  that  the  statute  of  Illinois  as  applied  to  any  part  of  such 
shipments  —  even  the  part  of  the  distance  within  the  State  of  Il- 
linois — was  forbidden  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  next  year  there  came  before  the  court  the  Arkansas 
case  of  Dow  v.  Beiddman^  125  U.  S.  680  (1887).  Here  it 
appeared  that  the  Memphis  and  Little  Eock  Bailroad  Com- 
pany had  been  recently  reorganized,  and  there  was  no  proof 
of  the  amount  of  the  capital  invested  in  the  reorganized 
company,  or  the  amount  of  its  capital  stock,  or  the  price  paid 
by  such  reorganized  company  for  the  road.  The  State  passed 
an  act  fixing  in  the  act  itself  three  cents  a  mile  as  the  maxi- 
mum fare  for  carrying  passengers.  There  was  no  proof  in  the 
case  th(U  this  was  an  unreasonable  raie^  and  the  court  decided 
that  it  could  not  presume  it  to  be  unreasonable,  and  affirmed 
the  judgment  below  against  Dow,  Matthews,  and  Moran, 
trustees  and  owners  in  possession,  for  a  violation  of  the  state 
statute  fixing  a  maximum  rate  of  three  cents  per  mile  for 
passenger  fare. 

This  case  thus  fell  within  the  general  principle  of  the 
Changer  caeeSy  viz.,  that  a  legislative  regulation  of  fares  was 
presumably  reasonable,  and,  there  being  no  proof  to  the  con- 
trary, the  carrier  violating  the  statute  would  be  liable  to  the 
penalties  denounced  by  the  state  enactment. 

The  next  case  in  order  of  time  in  the  Supreme  Court  is  the 
Minnesota  case,  Chicago  Milwaukee  dsc.  Railway  v.  Minne- 
sota, 134  U.  S.  418  (1889). 

The  ppnciples  established  by  this  case,  are  that  the  legisla- 
tive regulation  of  fares  and  rates,  whatever  its  scope,  is  limited 
by  the  line  of  reasonableness ;  that  if  unreasonable  they  de- 
prive the  company  of  its  property  without  due  process  of  law, 
and  that  the  question  whether  they  are  unreasonable  is  a 
judicial  question  which  must  be  decided  in  a  suit  upon  plead- 
ings and  issues,  and  upon  proofs,  (if  the  facts  are  controverted,) 
by  the  judicial  tribunals. 

VOL.  CUV— 26 
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It  has  been  hastily  thought  by  some  that  the  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  in  the  more  recent  New  York  Elevator 
case  of  BvM  v.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  517  (1891),  modified, 
if  it  did  not  overrule,  the  Minnesota  case.  But  it  does  not 
touch  or  impair  in  any  degree  the  doctrines  of  the  Minne- 
sota case.    It  does  not  profess  to  do  so,  and  it  does  not. 

The  next  and  latest  case  in  this  court  is  that  of  the  Chicago 
dk  Gromd  TrwnJc  Railway  v.  WMman,  143  U.  8.  339  (1892). 

The  facts  were  these  :  In  1889  the  legislature  of  Michigan 
passed  an  act  fixing  the  amount  per  mile  to  be  charged  bj 
railways  for  the  transportation  of  passengers.  The  act  pro- 
vided a  maximum  passenger  rate  of  two  cents  a  mile  for  rail- 
roads whose  annual  gross  earnings  from  passenger  business 
equalled  or  exceeded  $3000  per  mile,  in  which  class  fell  the 
Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company.  On  the  day 
the  law  took  effect,  Wellman,  the  plaintiff  below,  went  to 
the  railway  company's  office  and  tendered  $3.20  for  a  ticket 
from  Port  Huron  to  Battle  Creek  —  that  being  the  rate  fixed 
by  the  statute  —  which  was  refused.  He  thereupon  brought 
this  action  in  damages  under  the  statute  against  the  railway 
company.  The  railway  company  answered.  There  were  no 
other  parties  to  the  cause.  On  the  trial  it  was  agreed  that 
the  company's  capital  stock  was  $6,600,000  and  had  been  fully 
paid  in ;  that  its  bonded  debt  was  $12,000,000  at  5  and  6  ptf 
oent  interest ;  that  the  capital  stock  and  mortgage  debt  repre- 
sented the  actual  amount  paid  in  to  the  corporation ;  that  the 
railroad  property  was  worth  more  than  the  capital  stock  and 
mortgage  debt ;  that  there  was  a  floating  debt  of  $896,906.40 ; 
that  the  entire  gross  earnings  of  the  company  from  all  sooroes 
were  absorbed  in  the  payment  of  operating  expenses  and  in-  * 
terest  on  the  indebtedness,  and  that  the  stockholders  reoeiTed 
no  dividends  whatever.  The  traffic  manager  and  the  treas- 
urer of  the  railway  company  were  introduced  as  witnesses  by 
the  company,  and  testified  at  the  trial  that  by  reason  of  com- 
petition with  other  lines  it  was  impossible  to  increase  their 
rates  without  losing  their  business. 

On  such  agreed  statement  and  testimony,  and  that  alone, 
the  railway  company  asked  an  instruction  that  the  Michigan 
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act  referred  to  was  unconstitutional,  which  the  court  refused 
to  give.  Your  Honors  said,  "  The  single  question  presented 
on  the  record  is  whether  the  trial  court,  on  the  facts  pre- 
sented, erred  in  refusing  to  instruct,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
the  act  of  1889  was  unconstitutional."  The  opinion  com- 
ments on  the  generality  of  the  facts  shown  and  the  omis- 
sion to  show  other  facts,  as,  for  example,  that  while  it  was 
agreed  that  the  defendant's  operating  expenses  for  1888  were 
$2,404,516.54:,  no  showing  was  made  of  what  such  operating 
expenses  consisted.  The  court  decided  simply  that,  under 
these  circumstances,  it  was  not  error  peremptorily  to  refuse 
the  instruction  asked. 

Mr.  Alexander  G,  Coohran^  Mr.  Window  S.  Pierce^  and 
Mr.  R.  S.  LoveU  filed  a  brief  for  the  International  and  Great 
Northern  Bailroad  Company,  cross-complainant  and  appellee. 

Mr.  J.  W.  Terry  and  Mr.  Oearge  W.  Peck  filed  a  brief  in 
the  interest  of  the  Gulf,  Colorado  and  Santa  F6  Bailroad 
Company. 

Mr.  Henry  C.  Cdke^  (with  whom  was  Mr.  W.  S.  Simkine 
on  the  brief,)  closed  for  appellants,  contending : 

I.  The  act  of  1859  did  not  create  any  contract  between 
the  State  of  Texas  and  the  railway  company,  and  those 
interested  therein,  the  obligation  of  which  is  impaired  by  the 
railway  commission  law  of  Texas. 

IL  The  penalties  prescribed  by  the  Commission  Act  for 
violations  thereof  were  not  immoderate,  excessive,  and  con- 
trary to  the  constitution  of  Texas. 

III.  The  act  does  not  deny  to  the  railroad  company  in 
actions  between  itself  and  private  parties  the  right  to  a  trial 
by  jury  of  the  issue  of  reasonableness  or  unreasonableness  of 
any  rate,  rule,  regulation,  etc.,  fixed  and  adopted  by  the  com- 
mission, contrary  to  the  constitution  of  the  State  of  Texas. 

lY.  The  Commission  Act  does  not  deny  to  appellees  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

V.   The  Commission  Act   does  not  deprive  appellees  of 
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their  property  without  due  process  of  law  and  without  just 
compensation. 

Mr.  Justice  Bbbweb,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  questions  in  this  case  are  of  great  importance,  and 
have  been  most  ably  and  satisfactorily  discussed  by  counsel 
for  the  respective  parties. 

We  are  met  at  the  threshold  with  an  objection  that  this  is 
in  effect  a  suit  against  the  State  of  Texas,  brought  by  a 
citizen  of  another  State,  and,  therefore,  under  the  Eleventh 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution,  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Federal  court.  The  question  as  to  when  an  action  against 
officers  of  a  State  is  to  be  treated  as  an  action  against  the 
State  has  been  of  late  several  times  carefully  considered  by 
this  court,  especially  in  the  cases  of  In  re  AyerSy  123  U.  S. 
443,  by  Mr.  Justice  Matthews,  and  Pennoyer  v.  McCen- 
naughy^  140  U.  S.  1,  by  Mr.  Justice  Lamar.  In  the  former 
of  these  cases  it  was  said  (p.  505) : 

^'To  secure  the  manifest  purposes  of  the  constitutional 
exemption  guaranteed  by  the  Eleventh  Amendment  requires 
that  it  should  be  interpreted,  not  literally  and  too  narrowly, 
but  fairly,  and  with  such  breadth  and  largeness  as  effectaally 
to  accomplish  the  substance  of  its  purpose.  In  this  spirit  it 
must  be  held  to  cover,  not  only  suits  brought  against  a  State 
by  name,  but  those  also  against  its  officers,  agents,  and  repre- 
sentatives, where  the  State,  though  not  named  as  such,  is, 
nevertheless,  the  only  real  party  against  which  alone  in  fact 
the  relief  is  asked,  and  against  which  the  judgment  or  decree 
effectively  operates." 

And  in  the  latter  (p.  9) : 

^^  It  is  well  settled  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  in  any 
Federal  court  by  the  citizens  of  one  of  the  States  against  a  State, 
without  its  consent,  even  though  the  sole  object  of  such  suit 
be  to  bring  the  State  within  the  operation  of  the  constito- 
tional  provision  which  provides  that  ^  no  State  shall  pass  any 
law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.'    This  immunity 
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of  a  State  from  suit  is  absolute  and  unqualified,  and  the  con- 
stitutional provision  securing  it  is  not  to  be  so  construed  as 
to  place  the  State  within  the  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court. 
Accordingly,  it  is  equally  well  settled  that  a  suit  against  the 
officers  of  a  State,  to  compel  them  to  do  the  acts  which  con- 
stitute a  performance  by  it  of  its  contracts,  is,  in  effect,  a  suit 
against  the  State  itself. 

^'  In  the  application  of  this  latter  principle,  two  classes  of 
cases  have  appeared  in  the  decisions  of  this  court,  and  it  is 
in  determining  to  which  class  a  particular  case  belongs  that 
differing  views  have  been  presented. 

'^The  first  class  is  where  the  suit  is  brought  against  the 
officers  of  the  State,  as  representing  the  State's  action  and 
liability,  and  thus  making  it,  though  not  a  party  to  the  record, 
the  real  party  against  which  the  judgment  will  so  operate  as 
to  compel  it  to  specifically  perform  its  contracts.  In  re  AyerSy 
123  U.  S.  443 ;  Louisiana  v.  Jumel^  107  U.  S.  711 ;  Antoni  v. 
Greenhawj  107  U.  S.  769 ;  Cunningham  v.  Maowi  cfe  Brufhs- 
wick  BaUroadj  109  U.  S.  446 ;  Hagood  v.  Southern,  117  U.  S. 
52. 

^^  The  other  class  is  where  a  suit  is  brought  against  defend- 
ants who,  claiming  to  act  as  officers  of  the  State,  and  under 
the  color  of  an  unconstitutional  statute,  commit  acts  of  wrong 
and  injury  to  the  rights  and  property  of  the  plaintiff  acquired 
under  a  contract  with  the  State.  Such  suit,  whether  brought 
to  recover  money  or  property  in  the  hands  of  such  defendants, 
unlawfully  taken  by  them  in  behalf  of  the  State,  or  for  com- 
pensation in  damages,  or,  in  a  proper  case  where  the  remedy 
at  law  is  inadequate,  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  such  wrong 
and  injury,  or  for  a  mandamus,  in  a  like  case,  to  enforce  upon 
the  defendant  the  performance  of  a  plain,  legal  duty,  purely 
ministerial  —  is  not,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Eleventh 
Amendment,  an  action  against  the  State.  Oahom  v.  Bcmk 
of  the  United  States,  9  Wheat.  738 ;  Dams  v.  Gray,  16  Wall. 
203 ;  Tomlinson  v.  Bram^h,  16  WaU.  460 ;  Litchfidd  v.  Weh- 
ster  Countyj  101  U.  S.  773 ;  AUen  v.  Baltimore  dk  Ohio  Railr 
road^  114  U.  S.  311 ;  Board  of  Liquidation  v.  MoComhj  92 
IT.  S.  531 ;  Poindexter  v.  Oreenhow,  114  D.  S.  270." 
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Appellants  invoke  the  doctrines  laid  down  in  these  two 
quotations,  and  insist  that  this  action  cannot  be  maintained 
because  the  real  party  against  which  alone  in  fact  the  relief 
is  asked  and  against  which  the  judgment  or  decree  effectively 
operates  is  the  State,  and  also  because  the  statute  under  which 
the  defendants  acted  and  proposed  to  act  is  constitutional,  and 
that  the  action  of  state  officers  under  a  constitutional  statute 
is  not  subject  to  challenge  in  the  Federal  court.  We  are 
unable  to  yield  our  assent  to  this  argument.  So  far  from  the 
State  being  the  only  real  party  in  interest,  and  upon  whom 
alone  the  judgment  effectively  operates,  it  has  in  a  pecuniary 
sense  no  interest  at  all.  Going  back  of  all  matters  of  form, 
the  only  parties  pecuniarily  affected  are  the  shippers  and  the 
carriers,  and  the  only  direct  pecuniary  interest  which  the  State 
can  have  arises  when  it  abandons  its  governmental  character 
and,  as  an  individual,  employs  the  railroad  company  to  carry 
its  property.  There  is  a  sense,  doubtless,  in  which  it  may  be 
said  that  the  State  is  interested  in  the  question,  but  only  a 
governmental  sense.  It  is  interested  in  the  well-being  of  its 
citizens,  in  the  just  and  equal  enforcement  of  all  its  laws ;  but 
such  governmental  interest  is  not  the  pecuniary  interest  which 
causes  it  to  bear  the  burden  of  an  adverse  judgment.  Ilot  a 
dollar  will  be  taken  from  the  treasury  of  the  State,  no  pecu- 
niary obligation  of  it  will  be  enforced,  none  of  its  property 
affected  by  any  decree  which  may  be  rendered.  It  is  not 
nearly  so  much  affected  by  the  decree  in  this  case  as  it  wonld 
be  by  an  injunction  against  officers  staying  the  collection  of 
taxes,  and  yet  a  frequent  and  unquestioned  exercise  of  jurisr 
diction  of  courts,  state  and  Federal,  is  in  restraining  the  cd- 
lection  of  taxes,  illegal  in  whole  or  in  part 

Neither  wiU  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute,  if  that  be 
conceded,  avail  to  oust  the  Federal  court  of  jurisdiction.  A 
valid  law  may  be  wrongfully  administered  by  officers  of  the 
State,  and  so  as  to  make  such  administration  an  illegal  burden 
and  exaction  upon  the  individual.  A  tax  law,  as  it  leaves  the 
legislative  hands,  may  not  be  obnoxious  to  any  challenge,  and 
yet  the  officers  charged  with  the  administration  of  that  valid 
tax  law  may  so  act  under  it  in  the  matter  of  assessment  or 
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collection  as  to  work  an  illegal  trespass  upon  the  property 
rights  of  the  individual.  They  may  go  beyond  the  powers 
thereby  conferred,  and  when  they  do  so  the  fact  that  they  are 
assuming  to  act  under  a  valid  law  will  not  oust  the  courts  of 
jurisdiction  to  restrain  their  excessive  and  illegal  acts.  In 
Cunningham  v.  Mdcon  dk  Brunswick  Railroad^  109  U.  S. 
446,  452,  it  was  said  : 

"  Another  class  of  cases  is  where  an  individual  is  sued  in 
tort  for  some  act  injurious  to  another  in  regard  to  person  or 
property,  to  which  his  defence  is  that  he  has  acted  under  the 
orders  of  the  government. 

^'  In  these  cases  he  is  not  sued  as,  or  because  he  is,  the  officer 
of  the  government,  but  as  an  individual,  and  the  court  is  not 
ousted  of  jurisdiction  because  he  asserts  authority  as  such 
officer.  To  make  out  his  defence  he  must  show  that  his 
authority  was  sufficient  in  law  to  protect  him.  See  Mitchell 
V.  Ha/rmony,  13  How.  115;  Bates  v.  Clarkj  95  U.  8.  204; 
Meigs  v.  McClung^  9  Cranch,  11 ;  Wilcox  v.  Jackson^  13  Pet. 
498 ;  Brown  v.  Huger^  21  How.  305 ;  Grisar  v,  McDowell^  6 
Wall,  363." 

Nor  can  it  be  said  in  such  a  case  that  relief  is  obtainable 
only  in  the  courts  of  the  State.  For  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a 
general  proposition  that,  whenever  a  citizen  of  a  State  can  go 
into  the  courts  of  a  State  to  defend  his  property  against  the 
illegal  acts  of  its  officers,  a  citizen  of  another  State  maylnvoke 
the  jurisdicjbion  of  the  Federal  courts  to  maintain  a  like 
defence.  A  State  cannot  tie  up  a  citizen  of  another  State,  hav- 
ing property  rights  within  its  territory  invaded  by  unauthor- 
ized acts  of  its  own  officers,  to  suits  for  redress  in  its  own 
courts.  Given  a  case  where  a  suit  can  be  maintained  in  the 
courts  of  the  State  to  protect  property  rights,  a  citizen  of 
another  State  may  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal 
courts.  Cowles  v.  Mercer  County^  7  Wall.  118;  Lincoln 
County  V.  Luning^  133  U.  S.  529 ;  Chicot  Coxmty  v.  Sherwood^ 
148  U.  S.  529. 

We  need  not,  however,  rest  on  the  general  powers  of  a 
Federal  court  in  this  respect,  for  in  the  act  before  us  express 
authority  is  given  for  a  suit  against  the  commission  to  accom- 
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plish  that  which  was  the  specific  object  of  the  present  suit 
Section  6  provides  that  any  dissatisfied  ^'  railroad  company,  or 
other  party  at  interest,  may  file  a  petition "  "  in  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  in  Travis  County,  Texas,  against  said 
commission  as  defendant."  The  language  of  this  provision  is 
significant.  It  does  not  name  the  court  in  which  the  suit  may 
be  brought.  It  is  not  a  court  of  Travis  County,  but  in  Travis 
County.  The  language  differing  from  that  which  ordinarily 
would  be  used  to  describe  a  court  of  the  State  was  selected 
apparently  in,  order  to  avoid  the  objection  of  an  attempt  to 
prevent  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts.  The  Circuit 
Court  for  the  Western  District  of  Texas  is  "  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction  in  Travis  County."  Not  only  is  Travis 
County  within  the  territorial  limits  of  its  jurisdiction,  but  also 
Austin,  in  that  county,  is  one  of  the  places  at  which  the  court 
is  held.  Act  of  June  3,  1884,  c.  64,  23  Stat.  36.  It  comes, 
therefore,  within  the  very  terms  of  the  act.  It  cannot  be  doubted 
that  a  State,  like  any  other  government,  can  waive  exemption 
from  suit.  Were  this  in  terms  a  suit  against  the  State,  if  by 
express  statute  the  State  had  waived  its  exemption  and  con- 
sented that  suit  might  be  brought  against  it  by  name  in  any 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  Travis  County,  it  might 
well  be  argued  that  thereby  it  consented  to  a  suit,  brought  by 
a  citizen  of  another  State,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Western  District  of  Texas,  sitting  in  Travis 
County,  on  the  ground  that  the  limitations  of  the  Eleventh 
Amendment  to  the  Federal  Constitution  simply  create  a  per- 
sonal privilege  which  can  at  any  time  be  waived  by  the  State. 
However,  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  so  far  as  that,  for  this  cannot, 
for  the  reasons  heretofore  indicated,*  in  any  fair  sense  be 
considered  a  suit  against  the  State. 

Still  another  matter  is  worthy  of  note  in  this  direction.  In 
the  famous  Dartmouth  College  cdse^  4  Wheat.  518,  it  was  held 
that  the  charter  of  a  corporation  is  a  contract  protected  by 
that  clause  of  the  National  Constitution,  which  prohibits  a 
State  from  passing  any  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts. The  International  and  Great  Northwestern  Railroad 
Company  is  a  corporation  created  by  the  State  of  Texas.    The 
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charter  which  created  it  is  a  contract  whose  obligations 
neither  party  can  repudiate  without  the  consent  of  the  other. 
All  that  is  within  the  scope  of  this  contract  need  not  be 
determined.  Obviously,  one  obligation  assumed  by  the  cor- 
poration was  to  construct  and  operate  a  railroad  between  the 
termini  named ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  one  obligation  assumed 
by  the  State  was  that  it  would  not  prevent  the  company  from 
so  constructing  and  operating  the  road.  If  the  charter  had 
in  terms  granted  to  the  corporation  power  to  charge  and 
collect  a  definite  sum  per  mile  for  the  transportation  of  per- 
sons or  of  property,  it  would  not  be  doubted  that  that  express 
stipulation  formed  a  part  of  the  obligation  of  the  State  which 
it  could  not  repudiate.  Whether,  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
stipulation  of  that  character,  there  is  not  implied  in  the  grant 
of  the  right  to  construct  and  operate,  the  grant  of  a  right  to 
charge  and  collect  such  tolls  as  will  enable  the  company  to 
successfully  operate  the  road  and  return  some  profit  to  those 
who  have  invested  their  money  in  the  construction,  is  a  ques- 
tion not  as  yet  determined.  It  is  at  least  a  question  which 
arises  as  to  the  extent  to  which  that  contract  goes,  and  one 
in  which  the  corporation  has  a  right  to  invoke  the  judgment 
of  the  courts ;  and  if  the  corporation,  a  citizen  of  the  State, 
has  the  right  to  maintain  a  suit  for  the  determination  of  that 
question,  clearly  a  citizen  of  another  State,  who  has,  under 
authority  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Texas,  become  pecunia- 
rily interested  in,  equitably  indeed  the  beneficial  owner  of, 
the  property  of  the  corporation,  may  invoke  the  judgment  of 
the  Federal  courts  as  to  whether  the  contract  rights  created 
by  the  charter,  and  of  which  it  is  thus  the  beneficial  owner, 
are  violated  by  subsequent  acts  of  the  State  in  limitation  of 
the  right  to  collect  tolls.  Our  conclusion  from  these  consid- 
erations is  that  the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit 
Court  is  not  tenable,  and  this,  whether  we  rest  upon  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  or  upon  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  existing  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  of  Congress,  under 
the  sanction  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Passing  from  the  question  of  jurisdiction  to  the  act  itself, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  general  power  of  a  State  to  regu- 
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late  the  fares  and  freights  which  may  be  charged  and  reoeiyef 
by  railroad  or  other  carriers,  and  that  this  regulation  can  be 
carried  on  by  means  of  a  commission.  Such  a  commission  is 
merely  an  administrative  board  created  by  the  State  for  car- 
rying into  effect  the  will  of  the  State  as  expressed  by  its  legis- 
lation. Railroad  Commission  Cases^  116  U.  S.  307.  No  valid 
objection,  therefore,  can  be  made  on  account  of  the  general 
features  of  this  act ;  those  by  which  the  State  has  created  the 
railroad  commission  and  entrusted  it  with  the  duty  of  pre- 
scribing rates  of  fares  and  freights  as  well  as  other  r^nlations 
for  the  management  of  the  railroads  of  the  State. 

Specific  objections  are  made  to  the  act,  on  the  ground  tbsXj 
by  section  5,  the  rates  and  regulations  made  by  the  commis- 
sion are  declared  conclusive  in  all  actions  between  private 
individuals  and  the  companies,  and  that  by  section  14  exces- 
sive penalties  are  imposed  upon  railroad  corporations  for  any 
violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  act ;  and  thus,  as  claimed, 
there  is  not  only  a  limitation  but  a  practical  denial  to  railroad 
companies  of  the  right  of  a  judicial  inquiry  into  the  reasona- 
bleness of  the  rates  prescribed  by  the  commission.  The  argo- 
ment  is,  in  substance,  that  railroad  companies  are  bound  to 
submit  to  the  rates  prescribed  until  in  a  direct  proceeding 
there  has  been  a  final  adjudication  that  the  rates  are  unrea- 
sonable, which  final  adjudication,  in  the  nature  of  things, 
cannot  be  reached  for  a  length  of  time ;  that  meanwhile  a 
failure  to  obey  those  regulations  exposes  the  company,  for 
each  separate  fare  or  freight  exacted  in  excess  of  the  pre- 
scribed rates,  to  a  penalty  so  enormous  as  in  a  few  days  to 
roll  up  a  sunr  far  above  the  entire  value  of  the  property ;  that 
even  if  in  a  direct  proceeding  the  rates  should  be  adjudged 
unreasonable,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  commission  from 
re^tablishing  rates  but  slightly  changed  and  still  unreasona- 
ble, to  set  aside  which  requires  a  new  suit,  with  its  length  of 
delay ;  and  thus,  as  is  claimed,  the  railroad  companies  are  tied 
hand  and  foot  and  bound  to  submit  to  whatever  iUegal,  no- 
reasonable,  and  oppressive  regulations  may  be  prescribed  bj 
the  commission. 

It  is  enough  to  say  in  respect  to  these  matters,  at  least  so 
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far  as  th%  case  is  concerned,  that  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that 
the  legislature  of  any  State,  or  a  commission  appointed  under 
the  authority  of  any  State,  will  ever  engage  in  a  deliberate 
attempt  to  cripple  or  destroy  institutions  of  such  great  value 
to  the  community  as  the  railroads,  but  will  always  act  with 
the  sincere  purpose  of  doing  justice  to  the  owners  of  railroad 
property,  as  well  as  to  other  individuals;  and  also  that  no 
l^idation  of  a  State,  as  to  the  mode  of  proceeding  in  its  own 
courts,  can  abridge  or  modify  the  powers  existing  in  the  Fed- 
eral courts,  sitting  as  courts  of  equity.  So  that  if  in  any  case, 
there  should  be  any  mistaken  action  on  the  part  of  a  State,  or 
its  commission,  injurious  to  the  rights  of  a  railroad  corpora- 
tion, any  citizen  of  another  State,  interested  directly  therein, 
can  find  in  the  Federal  court  all  the  relief  which  a  court  of 
equity  is  justified  in  giving.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary 
to  pass  upon  these  specific  objections  because  the  fourteenth 
section  or  any  other  section  prescribing  penalties  may  be 
dropped  from  the  statute  without  affecting  the  validity  of  the 
remaining  portions ;  and  if  the  rates  established  by  the  com- 
mission are  not  conclusive,  they  are  at  least  prima  fade 
evidence  of  what  is  reasofaable  and  just.  For  the  purpose  of 
this  case  it  may  be  conceded  that  both  the  clauses  are  un- 
constitutional, and  still  the  great  body  of  the  act  remains 
michallenged  —  that  which  establishes  the  commission,  and 
empowers  it  to  make  reasonable  rates  and  regulations  for  the 
control  of  railroads.  It  is  familiar  law  that  one  section  or 
part  of  an  act  may  be  invalid  without  affecting  the  validity 
of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  statute.  Any  independent 
provision  may  be  thus  dropped  out  if  that  which  is  left  is  fully 
operative  as  a  law,  unless  it  is  evident  from  a  consideration 
of  all  the  sections  that  the  legislature  would  not  have  enacted 
that  which  is  within,  independently  of  that  beyond  its  power. 
Applying  this  rule,  the  invalidity  of  these  two  provi- 
sions may  be  conceded  without  impairing  the  force  of  the  rest 
of  the  act  The  creation  of  a  commission,  with  power  to  es- 
tablish rules  for  the  operation  of  railroads  and  to  regulate 
rates,  was  the  prime  object  of  the  legislation.  This  is  fully 
accomplished  whether  any  penalties  are  imposed  for  a  viola- 
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tion  of  the  rules  prescribed,  or  whether  the  rates^hall  be 
conclusive  or  rnxvplj  prima  facie  evidence  of  what  is  just  and 
reasonable.  The  matters  of  penalty  and  the  effect  as  evidence 
of  the  rates  are  wholly  independent  of  the  rest  of  the  statate. 
Neither  can  it  be  supposed  that  the  legislature  would  not 
have  established  the  commission  and  given  it  power  over 
railroads  without  these  independent  matters.  In  other  words, 
it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  legislature  was  legislating 
for  the  mere  sake  of  imposing  penalties,  but  the  penalties  and 
the  provision,  as  to  evidence,  were  simply  in  aid  of  the  main 
purpose  of  the  statute.  They  may  fail,  and  still  the  great 
body  of  the  statute  have  operative  force,  and  the  force  con- 
templated by  the  legislature  in  its  enactment.  Take  a  similar 
body  of  legislation  —  a  tax  law.  There  may  be  incorporated 
into  such  a  law  a  provision  giving  conclusive  effect  to  tax 
deeds,  and  also  a  provision  as  to  the  penalties  incurred  by 
non-payment  of  taxes.  These  two  provisions  may,  for  one 
reason  or  another,  be  obnoxious  to  constitutional  objections. 
If  so,  they  may  be  dropped  out,  and  the  balance  of  the  statute 
exist.  It  would  not  for  a  moment  be  presumed  that  the 
whole  tax  system  of  the  State  depended  for  its  validity  upon 
the  penalties  for  non-payment  of  taxes  or  the  effect  to  be 
given  to  the  tax  deed.  We,  therefore,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  case,  assume  that  these  two  provisions  of  the  statute  are 
open  to  the  constitutional  objections  made  against  them.  We 
do  not  mean  by  this  to  imply  that  they  are  so  in  fact^  but 
simply  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  and  determine  the 
matter,  and  we  leave  it  open  for  future  consideration. 

It  appears  from  the  bill  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers 
given  to  it  by  this  act,  the  state  commission  has  made  a  body 
of  rates  for  fares  and  freights.  This  body  of  rates,  as  a  whole, 
is  challenged  by  the  plaintiff  as  unreasonable,  unjust,  and 
working  a  destruction  of  its  rights  of  property.  The  de- 
fendant denies  the  power  of  the  court  to  entertain  an  inquiry 
into  that  matter,  insisting  that  the  fixing  of  rates  for  carriage 
by  a  public  carrier  is  a  matter  wholly  within  the  power  of  the 
legislative  department  of  the  government  and  beyond  examina- 
tion by  the  courts. 
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It  is  doubtless  true,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  the  formar 
tion  of  a  tariff  of  charges  for  the  transportation  by  a  common 
carrier  of  persons  or  property  is  a  legislative  or  administrative 
rather  than  a  judicial  function.  Yet  it  has  always  been  recog- 
nized that,  if  a  carrier  attempted  to  charge  a  shipper  an  un- 
reasonable sum,  the  courts  had  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  that 
matter  and  to  award  to  the  shipper  any  amount  exacted  from 
him  in  excess  of  a  reasonable  rate-;  and  also  in  a  reverse  case 
to  render  judgment  in  favor  of  the  carrier  for  the  amount 
found  to  be  a  reasonable  charge.  The  province  of  the  courts 
is  not  changed,  nor  the  limit  of  judicial  inquiry  altered,  be- 
cause the  legislature  instead  of  the  carrier  prescribes  the  rates. 
The  courts  are  not  authorized  to  revise  or  change  the  body  of 
rates  imposed  by  a  legislature  or  a  commission ;  they  do  not 
determine  whether  one  rate  is  preferable  to  another,  or  what 
under  all  circumstances  would  be  fair  and  reasonable  as  be- 
tween the  carriers  and  the  shippers ;  they  do  not  engage  in 
any  mere  administrative  work ;  but  still  there  can  be  no  doubt 
of  their  power  and  duty  to  inquire  whether  a  body  of  rates 
prescribed  by  a  legislature  or  a  commission  is  unjust  and  un- 
reasonable, and  such  as  to  work  a  practical  destruction  to 
rights  of  property,  and  if  found  so  to  be,  to  restrain  its  opera- 
tion. In  Chicago^  Burlington  <&  Quincy  Railroad  v.  lowa^ 
94  U.  S.  155,  and  Peik  v,  Chicago  <b  Northweitem  Raikoay^ 
94  XT.  S.  164,  the  question  of  legislative  control  over  railroads 
was  presented,  and  it  was  held  that  the  fixing  of  rates  was  not 
a  matter  within  the  absolute  discretion  of  the  carriers,  but  was 
subject  to  legislative  control.  As  stated  by  .Mr.  Justice  Miller, 
in  Wabash  dkc.  Railway  v.  Illinoisy  118  U.  S.  557,  569,  in  respect 
to  those  cases : 

"  The  great  question  to  be  decided,  and  which  was  decided, 
and  which  was  argued  in  all  those  cases,  was  the  right  of  the 
State,  within  which  a  railroad  company  did  business,  to  regu- 
late or  limit  the  amount  of  any  of  these  trafBc  charges." 

There  was  in  those  cases  no  decision  as  to  the  extent  of 
control,  but  only  as  to  the  right  of  control.  This  question 
came  again  before  this  court  in  Railroad  Commission  Cases^ 
116  U.  S.  307,  331,  and  while  the  right  of  control  was  re- 
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affirmed  a  limitation  on  that  right  was  plainly  intimated  in 
the  following  words  of  the  Chief  Justice : 

'^  From  what  has  thus  been  said,  it  is  not  to  be  inferred 
that  this  power  of  limitation  or  regulation  is  itself  without 
limit.  This  power  to  regulate  is  not  a  power  to  destroy,  and 
limitation  is  not  the  equivalent  of  confiscation.  Undier  pre- 
tence of  regulating  fares  and  freights,  the  State  cannot  require 
a  railroad  corporation  to  carry  persons  or  property  wiliiont 
reward ;  neither  can  it  do  that  which  in  law  amounts  to  a 
taking  of  private  property  for  public  use  without  just  com- 
pensation, or  without  due  process  of  law." 

This  language  was  quoted  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Dow 
V.  Beiddmanj  125  U.  S.  680,  689.  Again,  in  Chicago  d  Si. 
Paul  Raikoay  v.  JUmnesota,  184  U.  S.  418,  458,  it  was  said 
by  Mr.  Justice  Blatchf ord,  speaking  for  the  majority  of  the 
court: 

^'The  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate  of  charge 
for  transportation  by  a  railroad  company,  involving  as  it  does 
the  element  of  reasonableness,  both  as  regards  the  company 
and  as  regards  the  public,  is  eminently  a  question  for  judi- 
cial investigation,  requiring  the  process  of  law  for  its 
determination." 

And  in  Chicago  dk  Oramd  Trwnk  Railway  v.  WeUman^  143 
U.  S.  339,  344,  is  this  declaration  of  the  law  : 

''  The  legislature  has  power  to  fix  rates,  and  the  extent  of 
judicial  interference  is  protection  against  unreasonable  rates." 

Bvdd  V.  Nev)  Tork^  143  U.  S.  517,  announces  nothing  to 
the  contrary.  The  question  there  was  not  whether  the  rates 
were  reasonable,  but  whether  the  business,  that  of  elevating 
grain,  was  within  legislative  control  as  to  the  matter  of  rates. 
It  was  said  in  the  opinion :  '^  In  the  cases  before  us,  the  records 
do  not  show  that  the  charges  fixed  by  the  statute  are  unrea- 
sonable." Hence  there  was  no  occasion  for  saying  anything 
as  to  the  power  or  duty  of  the  courts  in  case  the  rates  as 
established  had  been  found  to  be  unreasonable.  It  was 
enough  that  upon  examination  it  appeared  that  there  was 
no  evidence  upon  which  it  could  be  adjudged  that  the  rates 
were  in  fact  open  to  objection  on  that  ground. 
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These  cases  all  support  the  proposition  that  while  it  is  not 
the  province  of  the  coarts  to  enter  upon  the  merely  adminis- 
trative duty  of  framing  a  tariff  of  rates  for  carriage,  it  is 
within  the  scope  of  judicial  power  and  a  part  of  judicial  duty 
to  restrain  anything  which,  in  the  form  of  a  regulation  of 
rates,  operates  to  deny  to  the  owners  of  property  invested  in 
the  business  of  transportation  that  equal  protection  which  is 
the  constitutional  right  of  all  owners  of  other  property.  There 
is  nothing  new  or  strange  in  this.  It  has  always  been  a  part 
of  the  judicial  function  to  determine  whether  the  act  of  one 
party  (whether  that  party  be  a  single  individual,  an  organized 
body,  or  the  public  as  a  whole)  operates  to  divest  the  other 
party  of  any  rights  of  person  or  property.  In  every  consti- 
tution is  the  guarantee  against  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  purposes  without  just  compensation.  The  equal 
protection  of  the  laws  which,  by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment, 
no  State  can  deny  to  the  individual,  forbids  legislation,  in 
whatever  form  it  may  be  enacted,  by  which  the  property  of 
one  individual  is, without  compensation, wrested  from  him  for 
the  benefit  of  another,  or  of  the  public.  This,  as  has  been 
often  observed,  is  a  government  of  law,  and  not  a  government 
of  men,  and  it  must  never  be  forgotten  that  under  such  a  gov- 
ernment, with  its  constitutional  limitations  and  guarantees, 
the  forms  of  law  and  the  machinery  of  government,  with  all 
their  reach  and  power,  must  in  their  actual  workings  stop  on 
the  hither  side  of  the  unnecessary  and  uncompensated  taking 
or  destruction  of  any  private  property,  legally  acquired  and 
legally  held.  It  was,  therefore,  within  the  competency  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District 
of  Texas,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff,  a  citizen  of  another 
State,  to  enter  upon  an  inquiry  as  to  the  reasonableness  and 
justice  of  the  rates  prescribed  by  the  railroad  commission. 
Indeed,  it  was  in  so  doing  only  exercising  a  power  expressly 
named  in  the  act  creating  the  commission. 

A  classification  was  made  by  the  commission,  and  different 
rates  established  for  different  kinds  of  goods.  These  rates 
were  prescribed  by  successive  circulars.  Classification  of  rates 
is  based  on  several  considerations,  such  as  bulk,  value,  facility 
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of  handling,  etc. ;  it  is  recognized  in  the  management  of  all 
railroads,  and  no  complaint  is  here  made  of  the  fact  of  claasi- 
fication,  or  the  way  in  which  it  was  made  by  the  commissioiL 
By  these  circulars,  rates  all  along  ihe  line  of  classification 
were  reduced  from  those  theretofore  charged  on  the  road. 
The  challenge  in  this  case  is  of  the  tariff  as  a  whole,  and  not 
of  any  particular  rate  upon  any  single  class  of  goods.  As  we 
have  seen,  it  is  not  the  function  of  the  courts  to  establish  a 
schedule  of  rates.  It  is  not,  therefore,  within  our  power  to 
prepare  a  new  schedule  or  rearrange  this.  Our  inquiry  is 
limited  to  the  effect  of  the  tariff  as  a  whole,  including  therein 
the  rates  prescribed  for  all  the  several  classes  of  goods,  and 
the  decree  must  either  condemn  or  sustain  this  act  of  quasi 
legislation.  If  a  law  be  adjudged  invalid,  the  court  may  not 
in  the  decree  atteippt  to  enact  a  law  upon  the  same  subject 
which  shall  be  obnoxious  to  no  legal  objections.  It  stops  with 
simply  passing  its  judgment  on  the  validity  of  the  act  before 
it.    The  same  rule  obtains  in  a  case  like  this. 

We  pass  then  to  the  remaining  question,  Were  the  rates, 
as  prescribed  by  the  commission,  unjust  and  unreasonable ! 
The  bill,  it  will  be  remembered,  was  filed  by  a  second  mort- 
gagee. The  railroad  company  was  made  a  defendant,  and 
filed  a  cross-bilL  Each  of  these  bills  contains  a  general  ave^ 
ment  that  the  rates  are  unjust  and  unreasonable.  That  in 
the  original  bill,  which  was  filed  April  80, 1892,  or  some  six 
or  seven  months  after  the  action  of  the  commission,  is  in  these 
words: 

^^  Eighth.  That  the  classifications  and  schedules  of  rates  and 
charges  so  announced  and  promulgated  in  and  by  said  com- 
modity tariffs  and  circulars  of  said  commission,  or  sought  so 
to  be,  as  hereinbefore  shown,  are  unfair,  unjust^  and  unreason- 
able, and  that  the  same  cannot  be  adopted  or  put  or  continued 
in  effect  by  the  defendant  company  or  defendant  receiver,  with- 
out serious  and  irreparable  loss  to  it,  and  serious  and  irrep- 
arable injury  to  and  destruction  of  the  property,  rights,  and 
interests  of  your  orator  and  the  beneficiaries  of  its  trust  as 
hereinafter  more  fully  set  forth ;  that  the  rates  so  charged 
and  announced  by  said  commission  are  not  compensatory,  and 
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are  unreasonably  low,  and  that  the  adoption  and  enforcement 
thereof  would  result,  as  nearly  as  can  be  estimated,  in  a  dim- 
inution of  revenues  derived  from  the  operation  of  said  Inters 
national  and  Great  Northern  Railroad,  aggregating  more  than 
$200,000  per  annum,  and  that  the  revenues  from  said  rail- 
road, so  reduced  and  diminished,  would  be  inadequate  and 
insufficient  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  interest  upon  the 
prior  obligations  of  the  defendant  railroad  company,  recited 
in  paragraph  4  hereof,  and  the  interest  upon  the  second  mort- 
gage bonds  secured  by  said  mortgage  to  your  orator  as  trustee, 
after  providing  for  the  expenses  of  operating  said  lines  of 
railroad  and  property,  and  maintaining  the  same  in  proper 
order  and  good  working  condition,  so  that  the  traffic  and 
business  of  said  road,  and  of  every  part  thereof  shall  at  all 
times  be  conducted  with  safety  to  person  and  property,  and 
¥rith  due  expedition." 

It  may  not  be  just  to  take  this  as  an  allegation  of  a  mere 
matter  of  fact,  the  truthfulness  of  which  is  admitted  by  the 
demurrer,  and  which,  as  thus  admitted,  eliminates  from  con- 
sideration all  questions  as  to  the  true  character  and  effect  of 
the  rates,  yet  it  is  not  to  be  ignored.  There  are  often  in 
pleadings  general  allegations  of  mixed  law  and  fact,  such  as  of 
the  ownership  of  property  and  the  like,  which  standing  alone 
are  held  to  be  sufficient  to  sustain  judgments  and  decrees,  and 
yet  are  always  regarded  as  qualified,  limited,  or  even  con- 
trolled by  particular  facts  stated  therein.  It  would  not,  of 
course,  be  tolerable  for  a  court  administering  equity  to  seize 
upon  a  technicality  for  the  purpose  or  with  the  result  of 
entrapping  either  of  the  parties  before  it.  Hence,  we  should 
hesitate  to  take  the  filing  of  the  demurrers  to  these  bills  as  a 
direct  and  explicit  admission  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that 
the  rates  established  by  the  commission  are  unjust  and  unreason- 
able. Tet  it  must  be  noticed  that  at  first  answers  were  filed, 
tendering  issue  upon  the  matters  of  fact,  and  testimony  was 
taken,  the  extent  of  which,  however,  is  not  disclosed  by  the 
record.  After  that  the  defendants  applied  for  leave  to  with- 
draw their  answers  and  file  demurrers.  It  is  not  to  be  sup- 
posed that  this  was  done  thoughtlessly.    But  one  conclusion 
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can  be  drawn  from  that  action,  and  that  is  that  upon  the 
taking  of  their  testimony  defendants  became  satisfied  that 
the  particular  facts  were  as  stated  in  the  bills,  and  that  the 
conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  such  facts  could  not  be  over- 
thrown by  any  other  matters.  Hence,  if  it  appears  that  the 
facts  stated  in  detail  tend  to  prove  that  the  rates  are  unrea- 
sonable and  unjust,  we  must  assume,  as  against  the  demurrers, 
that  the  general  allegation  heretofore  quoted  is  true,  and  that 
there  are  no  other  and  different  facts  which,  if  proved, 
might  induce  a  different  conclusion,  and  compel  a  different 
result. 

What,  then,  are  the  special  facts  disclosed  in  the  several 
bills  ?  It  appears  that  there  is  a  bonded  indebtedness  of  over 
$15,000,000,  and  in  addition  capital  stock  to  the  amount  of 
$9,755,000 ;  that  the  bonds  and  stock  were  issued  for  and 
represent  value,  and  that  the  rates  theretofore  existing  on  the 
road  were  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  company  to  pay  all  the 
interest  on  the  bonds.  At  the  time  suit  was  commenced 
the  first  mortgage  bonds  outstanding  amounted  to  $7,054,000, 
drawing  6  per  cent  interest ;  the  second  mortgage  bonds  to 
$7,954,000,  drawing  also  6  per  cent  interest.  The  stockhold- 
ers had  never  received  any  dividends  whatever  upon  their 
investment,  but  on  the  contrary  (as  appears  from  the  crosB-bill 
filed  subsequently  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit)  they  had 
been  forced  to  pay  a  cash  assessment  of  over  a  million  of  dol- 
lars, or  about  12  per  cent  of  the  face  value  of  the  stock,  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  in  part  for  the  interest  upon  the  first 
mortgage  bonds ;  the  holders  of  those  bonds  had  been  com- 
pelled to  accept,  and  had  accepted,  in  payment  of  one-half 
of  the  accrued  and  defaulted  interest  —  a  sum  exceeding 
$750,000  —  deferred  certificates  of  indebtedness  bearing  inter 
est  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent;  the  holders  of  the  second 
mortgage  bonds  had  been  called  upon  to  fund,  and  substan- 
tially all  had  consented  to  fund,  passed  due  interest,  amoant- 
ing  to  upwards  of  $1,250,000,  in  third  mortgage  bonds,  bearing 
4  per  cent  interest,  and  they  had  also  been  required  to  redaoe, 
and  substantially  all  had  agreed  to  reduce,  the  interest  on 
their  bonds  to  4^  per  cent  per  annum  for  the  period  of  m 
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years,  and  thereafter  to  5  per  cent  per  annum.  For  aboat 
three  years  the  road  had  been  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  ap- 
pointed on  account  of  the  default  of  the  company  in  the  pay- 
ment of  its  obligations.  A  statement  in  detail  was  incorporated 
in  the  bill  of  the  earnings  and  operating  expenses  of  the  road 
during  the  years  1889  and  1890,  and  the  first  nine  months  of 
1891,  which  was  supplemented  by  a  like  statement  in  the  cross- 
bill subsequently  filed  of  the  earnings  and  expenses  for  the 
entire  year  1891  and  the  first  three  months  of  1892.  These 
statements  show  the  following  figures : 

"1889:  Eammgs $3,488,186  14 

Operating  expenses,  exclusive  of  taxes  2,629,452  90 

Surplus 858,732  24 

1890:  Earnings 3,646,422  33 

Operating  expenses,  exclusive  of  taxes  3,148,245  09 

Surplus 498,177  24 

1891 :  Eammgs 3,648,641  79 

Operating  expenses,  exclusive  of  taxes  3,093,550  20 

Surplus 555,091  59 

Three  months  of  1892 : 

Earnings 759,176  18 

Operating  expenses,  exclusive  of  taxes  829,074  87 

Deficit 69,898  69'^ 

The  biU  also  contains  a  tabular  statement  of  the  revenue 
per  ton  per  mile  derived  from  the  operation  of  the  road  dur- 
ing the  years  1883  to  1893,  inclusive,  as  follows : 

^^ Revenue  per  ton  per  mile  for  1883 (in  cents). .  2.03 

"  "  1884 1.90 

"      "  "  1885 1.71 

«      "  "  1886 1.65 

«      «  «  1887 1.38 

«      "  "  1888.. 1.33 

«      «  «  1889 1.44 

«      "  «  1890 1.38 

"             «  ^  1891,  (first  nine  months)  1.30" 


404  OCTOBER  TEEM,  1893. 

Opinion  of  the  Court. 

The  mileage  owned  and  operated  by  the  company  within 
the  State  of  Texas  amounts  to  825  miles.  There  had  been 
neoessarily  expended  in  cash  in  the  constraction  and  equip- 
ment of  its  road  more  than  $60,000  per  mile,  and  it  could  not 
be  replaced  for  less  than  $30,000  per  mile.  There  is  also  this 
allegation  in  the  cross-bill : 

'^  That  the  lines  of  railway  of  your  orator's  company  have 
at  all  times  been  operated  as  economically  as  practicable,  and 
that  its  operating  expenses  have  at  all  times  been  as  reasonable 
and  low  in  amount  as  they  could  be  made  by  economical  and 
judicious  management,  and  .that  it  has  not  been  possible  for 
your  orator  to  operate  said  road  for  less  than  it  has  been 
operated.  That  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1892,  there 
were  employed  by  your  orator's  company  seventeen  general 
officers,  who  received  during  said  year  an  average  daily  com- 
pensation of  $12.64,  and,  exclusive  of  its  general  officers,  all 
of  its  employes  during  and  for  the  year  ending  June  30, 1892, 
received  an  average  daily  compensation  of  $2.01,  and  that  at 
all  times  your  orator  has  secured  the  service  of  its  officers  and 
employes  as  cheaply  as  practicable,  and  has  employed  no  more 
than  necessary,  and  that  the  above  were  fair  and  reasonable 
rates  of  pay.  That  at  all  times  the  International  and  Great 
Northern  Kailroad  Company  has  secured  all  supplies,  material, 
and  property,  of  whatever  character,  for  the  operation  of  its 
road  at  the  cheapest  market  price  and  at  as  low  rates  as  the 
same  could  be  secured,  and  has  secured  and  used  no  more  than 
actually  necessary  in  the  operation  of  the  road." 

In  the  amendment  to  the  cross-bill,  filed  in  March,  1893,  is 
given  a  table  showing  the  actual  reductions  in  amounts  re- 
ceived by  the  railroad  company  for  the  transportation  of  the 
different  classes  of  goods  under  the  operation  of  the  new  tariffs 
up  to  August  31,  1892,  and  amounting  to  $159,694.51,  and 
also  a  table  showing  the  per  cent  of  reductions  as  to  different 
articles — varying  from  5  per  cent  on  cement  to  54.90  per 
cent  on  grain  in  carloads.  The  bill  also,  in  general  terms, 
negatives  the  probability  of  any  increase  in  amount  of  bosi- 
ness  to  compensate  for  the  reduction  in  rates,  a  negation  sus- 
tained by  the  figures  given  in  the  amended  bill  as  to  the 
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actaal  effect  upon  the  receipts.  It  also  contains  a  general 
averment  that  the  rates  on  interstate  business  would  be  in- 
juriously affected  to  an  equal  amount  by  reason  of  the  reduc- 
tion of  rates  on  business  within  the  State. 

As  against  these  facts  the  attorney  general  presses  these 
matters :  In  the  table  in  the  bill  heretofore  referred  to,  show- 
ing earnings  and  expenses  during  the  years  1889  and  1890,  and 
the  first  nine  months  of  1891,  there  is  this  item  several  times 
repeated,  ^^  balance  of  income  account,"  and  this  on  Septem- 
ber 30, 1891,  is  stated  at  $3,796,785.68.  Of  what  this  account 
is  composed  we  are  not  informed,  (possibly  there  was  in- 
cluded within  it  the  proceeds  of  the  land  grant,  which,  as  we 
are  told,  was  made  by  the  State  to  the  corporation,)  but, 
whatever  it  includes,  it  was  on  January  1,  1889,  as  stated, 
$2,612,118.68,  which  would  make  the  increase  of  that  account 
during  the  two  years  and  nine  months  to  be  $1,183,667. 
Confessedly  no  interest  was  paid  during  those  years,  and  that 
amounted  each  year  to  something  like  $900,000,  or  nearly 
two  millions  and  a  half  for  the  two  years  and  nine  months. 
It  is  obvious  that,  no  matter  what  may  have  been  in  the 
bookkeeping  of  the  company  included  in  this  account,  or 
how  much  or  from  what  sources  in  prior  years  the  road  had 
accumulated  this  balance,  the  increase  during  the  time  stated 
did  not  equal  the  accruing  interest.  The  attorney  general 
also  notices  the  report  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1892, 
made  by  the  company  to  the  railroad  commission,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  as  an  exhibit  to  the  amendment  to  the 
cross-bill,  and  from  that  he  tabulates  a  statement  which,  as 
he  contends,  shows  that  the  earnings  during  that  year  were 
sufficient  to  pay  the  operating  ex]:^nses  and  fixed  charges. 
We  give  the  table  as  he  has  prepared  it : 
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^^  Orofis  earnings  from  operation $3,568,690  96 

Less  operating  expenses 2,986,S04  18 

Income  from  operation $582,486  14 

To  which  should  be  added  amounts  ex- 
pended for  '  cost  of  road,  equipment^  and 
permanent  improvements,'  admitted  to 
have  been  included  in  operating  ex- 
penses          302,085  77 

Dividends  on  (compress)  stocks  owned 8,020  00 

Total  income $892,591  91 

Deductions  from  Income 
Interest   on   funded    debt    accrued    during  the 
year,  viz,: 
On  $7,964,000  first  mortgage 

bonds  at  6% $477,240  00 

On  $7,054,000  second  mort^ 
gage  bonds,  one  month,  at 

6% 35,270  00 

On  $7,054,000  second  mort- 
gage bonds,  eleven  months, 
at4i% 290,977  50 

Total  interest  accrued  . . .  $803,487  50 
Rental  paid    Colorado    River 

Bridge  Company 14,583  32 

Taxes 28,951  35 

Total  deductions $847,022  17 

Surplus  after  paying  operating  expenses 
proper,  interest  accrued  on  bonds,  taxes, 
etc $45,569  74" 

But  this  table  ignores  that  which  is  disclosed  in  the  cross^ 
bill,  to  wit,  $750,000  in  certificates  of  indebtedness,  bearing 
interest  at  five  per  cent  and  $1,250,000,  third  mortgage 
bonds,  bearing  four  per  cent  interest,  the  interest  on  which 
sums  would  exceed  all  the  apparent  surplus.    These  items 
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also  appear  in  the  report,  under  the  head  of  current  liabili- 
ties, the  total  balance  of  which  on  July  1,  1892,  is  given  as 
$8,772,062.94,  which  sum  may  not  unreasonably  be  taken 
as  showing  by  how  much  the  company  has  fallen  short  of 
paying  its  operating  expenses  and  fixed  charges.  Again,  the 
sum  of  $302,085.77  appears  in  that  table,  under  the  descrip- 
tion "  Cost  of  road,  equipment  and  permanent  improvements, 
admitted  to  have  been  included  in  operating  expenses,"  and 
is  added  to  the  income  as  though  it  had  been  improperly 
included  in  operating  expenses.  But  before  this  change  can 
be  held  to  be  proper,  it  is  well  to  see  what  further  light 
is  thrown  on  the  matter  by  other  portions  of  the  report. 
That  states  that  there  were  no  extensions  of  the  road  during 
that  year,  so  that  all  of  this  sum  was  expended  upon  the 
road  as  it  was.  Among  the  items  going  to  make  up  tiiis  sum 
of  $302,085.77  is  one  of  $113,212.09  for  rails,  and  it  appears 
from  the  same  report  that  there  was  not  a  dollar  expended 
for  rails,  except  as  included  within  this  amount.  Now,  it 
goes  without  saying  that  in  the  operation  of  every  road  there 
is  a  constant  wearing  out  of  the  rails  and  a  constant  neces- 
sity for  replacing  old  with  new.  The  purchase  of  these  rails 
may  be  called  permanent  improvements,  or  by  any  other 
name,  but  they  are  what  is  necessary  for  keeping  the  road 
in  serviceable  condition.  Indeed,  in  another  part  of  the 
report,  under  the  head  of  ^^  renewals  of  rails  and  ties,"  is 
stated  the  number  of  tons  of  ^^  new  rails  laid  "  on  the  main 
line.  Other  items  therein  are  for  fencing,  grading,  bridging, 
and  culvert  masonry,  bridges  and  trestles,  buildings,  furniture, 
fixtures,  etc.  It  being  shown  afSrmatively  that  there  were 
no  extensions,  it  is  obvious  that  these  expenditures  were  those 
necessary  for  a  proper  carrying  on  of  the  business  required 
of  the  company.  Certainly  the  mere  title,  under  which  these 
expenditures  are  once  stated,  is  not  sufficient  to  overthrow 
the  facts  so  fully  and  clearly  shown  that  the  stockholders 
have  never  received  any  dividends ;  that  in  order  to  meet 
the  accumulating  interest  on  the  bonds  they  have  had  to  put 
their  hands  in  their  pockets  and  advance  a  million  and  over 
of  dollars.    Those  are  facts  whose  significance  cannot  be 
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destroyed  by  any  mere  manner  of  bookkeeping  or  classifica- 
tion of  expenditures. 

Farther,  the  attorney  general  asserts  that  there  are  five 
trunk  lines,  of  which  the  International  and  Great  Northern 
road^  is  one,  paralleling  each  other,  and  thus  dividing  the  busi- 
ness of  the  territory  through  which  they  pass;  that  the  State 
of  Texas  had  made  large  donations  of  land  to  railroad  com- 
panies, and  that,  as  appears  from  its  executive  documents,  this 
railroad  company  had  received  a  donation  of  3,352,320  acres 
to  aid  in  its  construction,  as  well  as  exemption  of  aU  its 
property  from  taxation  for  twenty-five  years.  He  also  calls 
attention  to  the  financial  depression  which  has  of  late  years 
pervaded  every  avenue  of  trade,  and  adds  a  table  from  the 
report  of  the  Commissioner  of  Agriculture  of  Texas,  show- 
ing as  to  different  articles  produced  in  that  State  an  increase 
in  the  amount  of  product  and  a  decrease  in  the  prices  received 
therefor;  all  of  which  considerations,  he  earnestly  insists, 
affect  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  prescribed. 

None  of  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  paragraph 
appear  in  the  pleadings,  or  eLsewhere  in  the  record,  and  it  is, 
therefore,  doubtful  to  what  extent  they  may  be  taken  into 
consideration.  If  we  may  take  judicial  notice  of  the  five 
parallel  roads,  must  we  also  assume  that  the  existence  of  the 
other  four  diminishes  the  business  of  the  International  and 
Great  Northern,  and  that,  if  they  had  never  been  built,  all 
the  business  which  now  passes  over  the  five  would  have  been 
carried  by  the  one  ?  May  not  the  topography  of  the  coontiy 
be  such  as  to  prevent  any  of  the  business  of  the  other  roads 
from  ever  coming  to  the  International  and  Great  Northern, 
even  if,  without  them,  it  was  obliged  to  seek  water  or  wagon 
transportation  ?  May  not  the  building  of  those  other  roads 
have  increased  the  population  and  business  to  such  an  extent 
that  the  overflow  has,  so  far  from  diminishing,  really  resulted 
in  an  increase  of  the  business  of  the  International  and  Great 
Northern  ?  If  there  has  been  a  division  of  business,  has  there 
not  also  been  a  competition  by  which  the  rates  have  been 
reduced,  and  reduced  to  such  an  extent  as  to  forbid  the  pro- 
priety of  any  further  reduction?    If  we  may  take  judicial 
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notioe  that  the  State  made  a  grant  of  three  million  and  odd 
acres  to  the  company,  must  we  also  take  notice  of  the  value 
of  that  land,  of  its  sale,  and  the  amount  realized  therefrom  ? 
While  undoubtedly  there  has  been  lately  a  period  of  financial 
depression,  can  we  take  judicial  notice  of  the  extent  to  which 
that  depression  has  reduced  the  prices  of  the  products  of  the 
State ;  and  is  the  report  of  the  Commissioner  of  Agriculture 
of  the  State  to  be  considered  as  evidence  before  us,  and 
accepted  as  substantially  correct,  both  as  to  product  and 
prices  ?  And  if  the  depreciation  of  prices,  as  stated  in  said 
report,  be  accepted  as  correct,  will  such  depreciation  uphold  a 
compulsory  reduction  of  the  rates  of  transportation  to  such  an 
extent  that  some  of  those  who  have  invested  their  money  in 
railroad  transportation  receive  no  compensation  therefrom? 
Is  it  just  to  deprive  one  party  of  all  compensation  in  order 
that  another  may  make  some  profit  ?  They  who  invest  their 
money  in  railroads  take  the  same  chances  that  men  engaged 
in  other  business  do  of  making  profit  from  the  carrying  on  of 
their  business;  and,  as  appears  from  other  cases  submitted  to 
us  with  this,  some  of  the  railroads  in  the  State  of  Texas  have 
been  operated  at  a  constant  loss.  But  such  possibilities  of 
loss  are  simply  the  natural  results  of  all  business  freely  carried 
on,  against  which  the  law  is  powerless  to  afford  protection. 
Very  different  are  the  considerations  which  arise  when  the 
strong  arm  of  the  law  is  invoked  to  compel  parties  engaged 
in  legitimate  business,  and  business  which  cannot  be  aban- 
doned at  will,  to  so  reduce  their  charges  for  service  as  to  make 
the  carrying  on  of  that  business  result  in  a  continued  loss. 
In  the  one  case  the  law  is  powerless  to  prevent  injury ;  in  the 
other  it  is  used  to  work  injury.  Counsel  suggest  that  the 
State  itself  may  construct  and  operate  railroads,  and  then 
may  properly  make  rates  so  low  that  the  business  is  done  at  a 
loss.  They  refer  to  the  postal  system  of  the  United  States 
which,  carried  on  for  the  common  welfare,  not  infrequently 
results  in  a  loss  which  is  made  good  out  of  the  public  treasury. 
But  the  parallel  is  not  good.  In  the  case  suggested  the  loss  is 
cast  through  taxation  upon  the  general  public,  and  all  bear 
their  proportionate  share  of  that  loss  which  is  incurred  in 
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securing  a  oommon  benefit,  while  the  scope  of  this  legislation 
is  to  secure  such  common  benefit  at  the  expense  of  a  single 
class.  The  equal  protection  of  the  laws  —  the  spirit  of  oom- 
mon justice  —  forbids  that  one  class  should  by  law  be  com- 
pelled to  suffer  loss  that  others  maj  make  gain.  If  the  State 
were  to  seek  to  acquire  the  title  to  these  roads,  under  it» 
power  of  eminent  domain,  is  there  any  doubt  that  constitutional 
provisions  would  require  the  payment  to  the  corporation  of 
just  compensation,  that  compensation  being  the  value  of  the 
property  as  it  stood  in  the  markets  of  the  world,  and  not  as 
prescribed  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  ?  Is  it  any  less  a  de- 
parture from  the  obligations  of  justice  to  seek  to  take  not  the 
title  but  the  use  for  the  public  benefit  at  less  than  its  market 
value  ? 

The  act  of  1853,  to  which  reference  has  already  been  made, 
contained  a  section  looking  to  the  acquisition  by  the  State  of 
the  title  to  railroad  property.  Section  17  of  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 7, 1853,  c.  46,  General  Laws  of  Texas,  1853,  page  58,  is 
as  follows : 

^'  If  the  legislature  of  this  State  shall  at  any  time  make  pro- 
vision by  law  for  the  repayment  to  any  such  company  of  the 
amount  expended  by  them  in  the  construction  of  said  road, 
together  with  all  moneys  for  permanent  fixtures,  cars,  engines, 
machinery,  chattels,  and  real  property  then  in  use  for  the  said 
road,  with  all  moneys  expended  for  repairs  or  otherwise,  and 
interest  on  such  sums  at  the  rate  of  twelve  per  centum  per 
annum,  after  deducting  the  afftount  of  tolls,  freights,  passage 
money,  and  all  moneys  received  from  the  sale  of  lands  donated 
by  the  State  to  said  company,  with  twelve  per  centum  per 
annum  interest  on  all  such  sums,  then  the  road,  with  all  its 
fixtures  and  appurtenances  aforesaid,  and  all  the  lands  donated 
to  the  same  by  the  State  and  remaining  unsold,  shall  vest  in 
and  revert  to  the  State :  Provided^  That  the  State  shall  not 
be  required  to  pay  or  allow  a  greater  rate  of  interest  on  any 
amount  of  the  money  so  expended  by  any  company  which 
shall  have  been  borrowed  from  this  State  than  the  State  shall 
have  received  for  the  same  from  such  company.'^ 

This  section,  as  will  be  perceived,  provides  for  the  payment 
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of  interefit  at  the  high  rate  of  12  per  oent  on  the  difFerence 
between  what  the  company  has  paid  out  and  what  it  has 
taken  in,  and  to  that  extent  evidences  the  thought  of  the  State 
that  jnstice  required  the  return  to  the  builders  of  railroads  of 
something  more  than  the  actual  cost  as  the  condition  of  de- 
priving them  of  the  title.  It  is  only  significant,  however,  as 
an  expression  of  the  thought  of  the  State  at  the  time ;  for, 
were  the  provision  ever  so  unjust,  every  corporation  which, 
after  the  passage  of  the  act,  invested  its  money  in  building  a 
road  would  do  so  with  the  knowledge  that  that  was  the  con- 
dition upon  which  the  investment  was  made,  and  could  not^ 
therefore,  challenge  its  validity. 

And  now,  what  deductions  are  fairly  to  be  drawn  from  all 
the  facts  before  us  ?  Is  there  anything  which  detracts  from 
the  force  of  the  general  allegation  that  these  rates  are  unjust 
and  unreasonable?  This  clearly  appears.  The  cost  of  this 
railroad  property  was  $40,000,000 ;  it  cannot  be  replaced  to- 
day for  less  than  $26,000,000.  There  are  $16,000,000  of 
mortgage  bonds  outstanding  against  it,  and  nearly  $10,000,000 
of  stock.  These  bonds  and  stock  represent  money  invested  in 
the  construction  of  this  road.  The  owners  of  the  stock  have 
never  received  a  dollar's  worth  of  dividends  in  return  for  their 
investment  The  road  was  thrown  into  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver for  default  in  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  bonds. 
The  earnings  for  the  last  three  years  prior  to  the  establish- 
ment of  these  rates  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  operating  ex- 
penses and  the  interest  on  the  bonds.  In  order  to  make  good 
the  deficiency  in  interest  the  stockholders  have  put  their  hands 
in  their  pockets  and  advanced  over  a  million  of  dollars.  The 
supplies  for  the  road  have  been  purchased  at  as  cheap  a  rate 
as  possible.  The  officers  and  employ^  have  been  paid  no 
more  than  is  necessary  to  secure  men  of  the  skill  and  knowledge 
requisite  to  suitable  operation  of  the  road.  By  the  voluntary 
action  of  the  company  the  rate  in  cents  per  ton  per  mile  has 
decreased  in  ten  years  from  2.03  to  1.30.  The  actual  reduc- 
tion by  virtue  of  this  tariff  in  the  receipts  during  the  six  or 
eight  months  that  it  has  been  enforced  amounts  to  over 
$150,000.    Can  it  be  that  a  tariff  which  under  these  circum- 
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stanoes  has  worked  such  results  to  the  parties  whose  money 
built  this  road  is  other  than  unjust  and  unreasonable  ?  Wonld 
any  investment  ever  be  made  of  private  capital  in  railroad 
enterprises  with  such  as  the  proffered  results? 

It  is  unnecessary  to  decide,  and  we  do  not  wish  to  be  under- 
stood as  laying  down  as  an  absolute  rule,  that  in  every  case  a 
failure  to  produce  some  profit  to  those  who  have  invested  th^r 
money  in  the  building  of  a  road  is  conclusive  that  the  tariff  is 
unjust  and  unreasonable.  And  yet  justice  demands  that  every 
one  should  receive  some  compensation  for  the  use  of  his  money 
or  property,  if  it  be  possible  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of 
others.  There  may  be  circumstances  which  would  justify 
such  a  tariff ;  there  may  have  been  extravagance  and  a  need- 
less expenditure  of  money ;  there  may  be  waste  in  the  man- 
agement of  the  road ;  enormous  salaries,  unjust  discrimination 
as  between  individual  shippers,  resulting  in  general  loss.  The 
construction  may  have  been  at  a  time  when  material  and 
labor  were  at  the  highest  price,  so  that  the  actual  cost  far  ex- 
ceeds the  present  value ;  the  road  may  have  been  unwisely 
built,  in  localities  where  there  is  no  sufficient  business  to 
sustain  a  road.  Doubtless,  too,  there  are  many  other  matten 
affecting  the  rights  of  the  community  in  which  the  road  is 
built  as  well  as  the  rights  of  those  who  have  built  the  road. 

But  we  do  hold  that  a  general  averment  in  a  bill  that  a 
tariff  as  established  is  unjust  and  unreasonable,  is  supported 
by  the  admitted  facts  that  the  road  cost  far  more  than  the 
amount  of  the  stock  and  bonds  outstanding ;  that  such  stock 
and  bonds  represent  money  invested  in  its  construction ;  that 
there  has  been  no  waste  or  mismanagement  in  the  oonstrac- 
tion  or  operation ;  that  supplies  and  labor  have  been  purchased 
at  the  lowest  possible  price  consistent  with  the  sucoe^ful  oper- 
ation of  the  road  ;  that  the  rates  voluntarily  fixed  by  the  com- 
pany have  been  for  ten  years  steadily  decreasing  until  the 
aggregate  decrease  has  been  more  than  fifty  per  cent ;  that 
under  the  rates  thus  voluntarily  established,  the  stock,  which 
represents  two-fifths  of  the  value,  has  never  received  anything 
in  the  way  of  dividends,  and  that  for  the  last  three  years  the 
earnings  above  operating  expenses  have  been  insufKcient  to 
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pay  the  interest  on  the  bonded  debt,  and  that  the  proposed 
tariff,  as  enforced,  will  so  diminish  the  earnings  that  they  will 
not  be  able  to  pay  one-half  the  interest  on  the  bonded  debt 
above  the  operating  expenses ;  and  that  such  an  averment  so 
supported  will,  in  the  absence  of  any  satisfactory  showing  to 
the  contrary,  sustain  a  finding  that  the  proposed  tariff  is  un- 
just and  unreasonable,  and  a  decree  reversing  it  being  put 
in  force. 

It  follows  frora  these  considerations  that  the  decree  as  entered 
must  he  reversed  in  so  far  as  it  restrains  the  railroad  com- 
mission  from  discharging  the  duties  imposed  by  this  aet^ 
and  from  proceeding  to  establish  reasonable  rates  and  reg- 
vloitions  ;  but  must  be  affirmed  so  far  onJy  as  it  restrains 
the  defenda/nts  from  enforcing  the  rates  already  estab- 
lished.    The  costs  in  this  covH  wiU  be  divided. 
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No.  116T.    SnbmUtad  April  18, 1804.  —  Dedded  May  96, 18M. 

Beagan  v.  Farmert^  Loan  and  Trust  Co.,  ante,  862,  affirmed,  foUowed,  and 
applied  to  the  facts  in  this  case. 

The  fact  that  the  Texas  and  Paciflc  Railway  Company  is  a  corporation 
organized  nnder  a  statute  of  the  United  States,  receiving  therefrom  the 
corporate  power  to  charge  and  collect  tolls  and  rates  for  transportation, 
does  not  remove  that  company  from  the  operation  of  the  act  of  the 
legislature  of  Texas  of  April  8,  1891,  establishing  a  railroad  conmiis- 
sion,  as  to  business  done  wholly  within  the  State ;  but  such  business  is 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  State  in  all  matters  of  taxation,  rates,  and 
other  police  regulations. 

As  the  case  does  not  present  facts  requiring  it,  no  opinion  is  expressed  on 
the  power  of  the  commission  as  to  rates  on  points  on  the  railway  out- 
side of  Texas. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Jfr.  C.  A.  Culberson^  Attorney  General  of  the  State  of 
Texas,  Mr.  H.  C.  Coke^  and  Mr.  W.  S.  Simkins  for  appellants. 
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Mr,  John  F.  DiUon,  Mr.  E.  B.  EruttschnUt,  and  Mr,  John 
J.  McCook  for  the  Mercantile  Trust  Company,  appellee. 

Mr.  Wtnslow  S.  Pierce,  Mr.  R.  S.  Lovett,  and  Mr,  T.  J. 
Ereeman  for  the  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  CompaDy, 
appellee. 

Mb.  Justice  Bbbwbr  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  is  similar  to  that  just  decided,  in  which  the  same 
parties  were  appellants  and  the  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust 
Company  and  the  International  and  Great  Northern  Railroad 
Company,  appellees.  It  was  commenced  by  the  Mercantile 
Trust  Company  in  the  same  court  against  the  appellants  and 
the  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  Company,  with  like  purpose 
to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  the  railroad  commission  act, 
and  with  like  result.  The  Mercantile  Trust  Company  was 
trustee  in  a  deed  of  trust  executed  by  the  Texas  and  Pacific 
Railway  Company  to  secure  an  issue  of  bonds,  and,  as  a  citi- 
zen of  New  York,  invoked  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal 
court. 

There  are  some  matters  of  difference  between  the  two  cases 
which  call  for  special  notice.  The  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway 
is  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  (16  Stat.  573,)  and  by  reason  of  that  fact  it  is  earnestly 
insisted  by  counsel  for  it  and  the  Trust  Company  that  it  is 
not  subject  to  the  control  of  the  State,  eVen  as  to  rates  for 
transportation  wholly  within  the  State.  The  argument  is 
that  it  receives  all  its  franchises  from  Congress ;  that  among 
those  franchises  is  the  right  to  charge  and  collect  tolls,  and 
that  the  State  has  not  the  power,  therefore,  in  any  manner 
to  limit  or  qualify  such  franchise.  This  is  an  important  ques- 
tion and  deserves  consideration,  even  though  in  respect  U> 
other  matters  the  facts  should  present  a  case  exactly  parallel 
to  that  just  decided  and  calling  for  a  like  decision ;  because 
if  the  State  has  no  control  in  the  matter  the  decree  should 
not  be  affirmed  in  part  but  in  toto. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  contention  of  the  railway 
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and  Trust  Companies  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  the 
reasoning  in  the  cases  of  Thomson  v.  Pacific  Railroady  9 
Wall.  579,  and  JSaUroad  Gompcmy  v.  Peniatofiy  18  Wall.  5, 
36,  leads  to  this  conclusion. 

In  the  first  of  those  cases  these  facts  appeared :  The  Union 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  (Eastern  Division,)  a  corporation 
created  by  the  legislature  of  Kansas,  received  government  aid 
in  bonds  and  land,  and,  thus  aided,  constructed  its  road  to 
become  one  link  in  the  transcontinental  line  known  as  the 
Union  Pacific  system.  After  its  construction,  the  legislature 
of  Kansas  having  enacted  a  law  laying  certain  taxes  upon  its 
property,  a  bill  was  filed  to  restrain  the  collection  of  those 
taxes,  on  the  ground  that  the  property  of  the  company  was 
mortgaged  to  the  United  States,  and  that  it,  under  the  Con- 
gressional grant,  was  bound  to  perform  certain  duties  and 
ultimately  pay  five  per  cent  of  its  net  earnings  to  the  United 
States,  an  obligation  which  would  be  greatly  hindered  if  the 
taxes  imposed  should  be  collected.  But  this  contention  was 
not  sustained,  and  while  it  was  said  by  the  Chief  Justice, 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  Congress  had  the 
power  to  provide  an  exemption  from  state  taxation  in  such  a 
<3a8e,  there  was  no  exemption  in  the  absence  of  legislation  to 
that  effect.  This  decision  was  followed  by  that  in  the  other 
4sasej  in  which  a  like  exemption  was  sought  of  the  property 
belonging  to  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  a  corpo- 
ration created,  like  the  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  Company, 
by  an  act  of  Congress,  and  also  like  the  Kansas  Company, 
Aided  by  the  government  in  lands  and  bonds,  but  here,  too, 
by  a  majority  of  the  court,  the  claim  of  exemption  was 
•denied.  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
•court,  said  : 

^^  It  is,  therefore,  manifest  that  exemption  of  Federal  agen- 
cies from  state  taxation  is  dependent,  not  upon  the  nature  of 
the  agents,  or  upon  the  mode  of  their  constitution,  or  upon  the 
fact  that  they  are  agents,  but  upon  the  effect  of  the  tax ;  that 
is,  upon  the  question  whether  the  tax  does  in  truth  deprive 
them  of  power  to  serve  the  government  as  they  were  in- 
.tended  to  serve  it,  or  does  hinder  the  efficient  exercise  of 
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their  power.  A  tax  upon  their  property  has  no  such  necessary 
effect.  It  leaves  them  free  to  discharge  the  duties  they  have 
undertaken  to  perform.  A  tax  upon  their  operations  is  a 
direct  obstmction  to  the  exercise  of  Federal  powers. 

''  In  this  case  the  tax  is  laid  upon  the  property  of  the  rail- 
road company  precisely  as  was  the  tax  complained  of  in 
Thmnpson  v.  Union  PcLoific.  It  is  not  imposed  upon  the 
franchises  or  the  right  of  the  company  to  exist  and  perform 
the  functions  for  which  it  was  brought  into  being.  Nor  is  it 
laid  upon  any  act  which  the  company  has  been  authorized  to 
do.  It  is  not  the  transmission  of  dispatches,  nor  the  transpor- 
tation of  United  States  mails,  or  troops,  or  munitions  of  war 
that  is  taxed,  but  it  is  exclusively  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  the  agent,  taxed  in  common  with  all  other  prop- 
erty in  the  State  of  a  similar  character.  It  is  impossible  to 
maintain  that  this  is  an  interference  with  the  exercise  of  an? 
power  belonging  to  the  general  government,  and,  if  it  is  not, 
it  is  prohibited  by  no  constitutional  implication." 

Similarly  we  think  it  may  be  said  that,  conceding  to  Con- 
gress the  power  to  remove  the  corporation  in  all  its  operations 
from  the  control  of  the  State,  there  is  in  the  act  creating  this 
company  nothing  which  indicates  an  intent  on  the  part  of 
Congress  to  so  remove  it,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  enforce- 
ment by  the  State  of  reasonable  rates  for  transportation  wholly 
within  the  State  which  will  disable  the  corporation  from  dis- 
charging all  the  duties  and  exercising  all  the  powers  conferred 
by  Congress.  By  the  act  of  incorporation  Congress  aatho^ 
ized  the  company  to  build  its  road  through  the  State  of 
Texas.  It  knew  that,  when  constructed,  a  part  of  its  business 
would  be  the  carrying  of  persons  and  property  from  points 
within  the  State  to  other  points  also  within  l^e  State,  and  that 
in  so  doing  it  would  be  engaged  in  a  business,  control  of  which 
is  nowhere  by  the  Federal  Constitution  given  to  Congress.  It 
must  have  been  known  that,  in  the  nature  of  things,  the  con- 
trol of  that  business  would  be  exercised  by  the  State,  and  if  it 
deemed  that  the  interests  of  the  nation  and  the  discharge  of 
the  duties  required  on  behalf  of  the  nation  from  this  oorpora- 
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tion  demanded  exemption  in  all  things  from  state  control,  it 
would  nnqnestionably  have  expressed  snch  intention  in  lan- 
guage whose  meaning  would  be  clear.  Its  silence  in  this 
respect  is  satisfactory  assurance  that,  in  so  far  as  this  corponir 
tion  should  engage  in  business  whoUy  within  the  State,  it 
intended  that  it  should  be  subjected  to  the  ordinary  control 
exercised  by  the  State  over  such  business.  Without,  there- 
fore, relying  at  all  upon  any  acceptance  by  the  railroad  corpora- 
tion of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State,  passed  in  1873 
in  respect  to  it,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Texas  and  Pacific 
Bailway  Company  is,  as  to  business  done  wholly  within  the 
State,  subject  to  the  control  of  the  State  in  all  matters  of  tax- 
ation, rates,  and  other  police  regulations. 

Another  matter  of  difference  between  the  two  cases  is  this : 
The  entire  mileage  of  the  International  and  Great  Northern 
Bailway  was  within  the  limits  of  the  State  of  Texas,  while 
the  Texas  and  Pacific  Bailway  Company  owns  and  operates 
several  hundred  miles  of  road  outside  the  limits  of  the  State. 
No  reference  is  made  in  the  briefs  of  counsel  to  this  difference, 
and  probably  there  is  nothing  in  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill 
and  cross-bill  in  respect  to  the  earnings,  operating  expenses, 
and  encumbrances  of  the  property  which  would  in  any  way 
affect  the  conclusion  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates 
imposed ;  and  we  only  notice  the  difference  now  to  guard 
against  the  inference  that  such  a  fact  is  always  without  signifi- 
cance in  the  consideration  of  questions  as  to  the  reasonableness 
of  rates  imposed  in  one  of  the  States  within  which  the  line  of 
the  carrier  runs. 

Beyond  these  two  matters  of  difference  we  see  nothing  that 
.calls  for  any  comment.  It  is  true  the  figures  in  respect  to 
earnings,  operating  expenses,  encumbrances,  reduction  of 
revenue,  etc.,  are  not  the  same  in  this  as  in  that  case,  but  still, 
relatively  to  each  other,  they  have  the  same  significance,  and 
there  are  in  the  bills  and  cross-bills  the  same  general  aver- 
ments. It  would  be  useless,  therefore,  to  encumber  the  record 
with  a  mass  of  figures  for  the  sake  of  making  it  clear  that  the 
same  conclusion  must  be  reached  here  as  in  that  case. 

VOL.  CUV— 27 
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In  this  case  also,  as  in  that,  the  decision  is  that 
So  much  of  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  as  restravM  the 
defendants  from  proceeding  under  the  railroad  commissm 
act  to  estailieh  reasonable  rates  and  regiUatians  is  set  aside^ 
InU  so  much  of  it  as  restrains  the  enforcement  of  the  raUt 
already  established  is  affirmed.  The  costs  in  this  court 
win  be  divided  between  the  parties. 


REAGAN  V.  MERCANTILE  TRUST  COMPANY. 
REAGAN  V.  MERCANTILE  TRUST  COMPANY. 

APPEALS  FBOH  THE  OIBOiriT  OOITBT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOB  THB 
WESTERN  DISTRICT  OF  TEXAS. 

Not.  1168, 1160.    Sabmitted  April  IS,  18M.  —DMided  Umj  36, 1804. 

Beagan  v.  Farmers*  Loan  A  Trust  Co.<,  arUe,  362,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  C  A.  Culberson^  Attorney  General  of  the  State  of  Teias, 
Mr.  H.  C.  Coke,  and  Mr.  W.  S.  Simkms  for  appellants  in  both 
cases. 

Mr.  John  F.  DiOon,  Mr.  E.  B.  KruUschniU,  and  Mr.  JiM 
J.  McCook  for  the  Mercantile  Trost  Company,  appellee,  in 
both  cases. 

Mr.  Alexander  G.  Cochra/n  and  Mr.  Window  8.  Pierce  for 
the  St.  Louis  Sonth western  Railway  Company,  appellee  in  No. 
1168,  and  for  the  Tyler  Southeastern  Railway  Company, 
appellee  in  No.  1169. 

Mb.  Justice  Bbeweb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  coart 

These  are  cases  in  which,  as  in  those  just  decided,  the  tariff 
established  by  the  Texas  Railroad  Commission  was  challenged, 
and  with  like  result.    The  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway 
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Company,  named  in  the  first  of  these  cases,  is  called  by  coun- 
sel for  defendants  in  their  brief  "  a  reorganized  bankrupt  con- 
cern." Its  road  has  a  total  mileage,  including  main  line  and 
branches,  of  572  miles.  It  would  seem  to  be  a  railroad  which 
was  unwisely  built,  and  one  whose  operating  expenses  have 
always  exceeded  its  earnings.  Counsel  say  that  '^  it  is  famil- 
iarly known  in  Texas  as  a  '  teaaser,'  and,  if  it  ever  passes  beyond 
this  interesting  but  unprofitable  stage,  even  its  friends  will  be 
surprised."  We  are  not  advised,  and  we  can  hardly  be  ex- 
pected to  take  judicial  notice  of  what  is  meant  by  the  term 
"  teazer,"  but  it  is  clearly  disclosed  by  the  record  that  this  was 
an  unprofitable  road. 

The  Tyler  Southeastern  Bailway  Company,  named  in  the 
second  suit,  has  a  short  road  of  ninety  miles,  and  also  appears 
as  a  ^^reorganized  bankrupt  concern,"  and  one  whose  road 
has  been  operated  with  constant  loss.  In  the  record  in  each 
case  is  found  two  annual  reports  returned  to  the  railroad  com- 
mission, one  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1891,  and  the 
other  for  that  ending  June  30,  1892.  Comparing  the  state- 
ments in  these  reports,  appellants'  counsel  say  that  the  busi- 
ness of  the  roads  has  largely  increased  since  the  establishment 
of  the  rates  made  by  the  commission,  and  urge  that  no 
complaint  can  be  made  of  action  which  has  resulted  so  fa- 
vorably. But  an  examination  shows  tl^at  the  report  for  the 
year  ending  June  30,  1891,  includes  only  the  earnings  and 
operating  expenses  for  the  single  month  commencing  June 
1,  1891,  when  the  new  company  took  possession  and  com- 
menced operations ;  and  so  the  enormous  increase  spoken  of 
18  simply  the  difference  between  the  earnings  and  expenses 
for  twelve  months  and  those  for  one  month.  The  bills,  with 
their  amendments,  allege  a  decrease  in  the  tonnage  as  well  as 
a  decrease  in  the  rates. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  cases  come  within  the  reasoning 
of  the  prior  opinions,  and  that  it  will  not  do  to  hold  that, 
becanse  the  roads  have  been  operating  in  the  past  at  a  loss  to 
the  owners,  it  is  just  and  reasonable  to  so  reduce  the  rates  as 
to  increase  the  amount  of  that  loss.    Hence, 

7^e  decrees  here  vyiU  he  Wee  thoee  ordered  in  the  prior  cases. 
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REAGAN   V.  FARMERS'  LOAN   AND   TRUST  COM- 
PANY. 

APPSAL    FJEtOM    THB    dBOUIT    OOUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    fflATES  FOB 
THE   WESTERN   DISTRICT  OF  TEXAS. 

No.  1170.    Submitted  AprU  18, 18M.  —  Decided  May  26, 1804. 
Be<tgan  ▼.  Fcnrmers*  Loan  d.  Trust  Company^  ante,  362,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  C.  A.  Culberson,  Attorney  Gteneral  of  the  State  of 
Texas,  Mr.  H.  G.  Coke,  and  Mr,  W.  S.  Simhms  for  appellantB. 

Mr.  John  F.  Dillon,  Mr.  John  J  McCook,  Mr.  H,  B. 
Turner,  and  Mr.  E.  B.  KnUtschnitt  for  the  Farmers'  Loaa 
and  Tmst  Oompany,  appellees. 

Mr,  George  R.  Peck  and  Mr.  J.  W.  Terry  for  the  Gulf, 
Colorado  and  Santa  F6  Railway  Company,  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  case  is  controlled  by  the  opinions  in  the  four  preced- 
ing cases.  There  are  one  or  two  differences  of  fact,  bnt 
nothing  affecting  the  merits  of  the  controversy.  The  Gulf, 
Colorado  and  Santa  F6  Railroad  Company  was  incorporated 
by  the  State  of  Texas,  bat  a  part  of  its  line  was  constructed 
through  the  Indian  Territory  under  authority  of  an  act  of 
Congress.  The  figures  as  to  earnings,  etc.,  are  also  different, 
but  they  tend  to  the  same  result  as  to  the  reasonableness  of 
the  rates. 

A  like  decree  wiU  be  entered  in  this  as  in  the  former  eases. 
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PITTSBURGH,  CINCINNATI,  CHICAGO  AND   ST. 
LOUIS  RAILWAY  COMPANY  v.  BACKUS. 

ERBOB  TO  THE   SUPREME   COURT  OF   THE   STATE  OF   INDIANA. 

No.  809.    Argued  March  27,  28, 1804.  —  Decided  May  26, 1804. 

The  act  of  the  legislature  of  Indiana  of  March  6, 1891,  concerning  taxation. 
Is  not  obnoxious  to  the  constitutional  objections  made  to  it,  since  the 
Supreme  Court  of  that  State  has  decided : 

(1)  That  the  constitution  of  that  State  authorizes  such  a  method  of 

assessing  railroad  property,  which  decision  is  binding  on  this 
court;  and 

(2)  That  the  act  gives  the  railroad  companies  the  right  to  be  heard 

before  final  determination  of  the  question,  which  construction  is 
conclusive  on  this  court ;  and,  farther,  since 

(3)  A  tax  law  which  grants  to  the  taxpayer  a  right  to  be  heard  on  the 

assessment  of  his  property  before  final  judgment  provides  a  due 
process  of  law  for  determining  the  valuation,  although  it  makes 
no  provision  for  a  rehearing. 
When  a  railroad  runs  into  or  through  two  or  more  States,  its  value,  for 
taxation  purposes,  in  each  is  fairly  estimated  by  taking  that  part  of  the 
value  of  the  entire  road  which  is  measured  by  the  proportion  of  the 
length  of  the  particular  part  in  that  State  to  that  of  the  whole  road. 
The  judgment  of  a  state  board  empowered  to  fix  a  valuation  for  taxation, 
cannot  be  set  aside  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses  that  the  valuation  was 
other  than  that  fixed  by  the  board,  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  fraud 
or  of  gross  error  in  the  system  on  which  the  valuations  were  made. 

On  March  6,  1891,  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Indiana 
passed  an  act  entitled  "  An  act  concerning  taxation,  repeal- 
ing all  laws  in  conflict  therewith,  and  declaring  an  emergency," 
Laws  1891,  c.  99,  pp.  199  to  291,  which,  expressly  repealing 
"  all  laws  and  parts  of  laws  within  the  purview  of  this  act," 
provided  in  itself  a  complete  and  comprehensive  system  of 
taxation.  By  it  all  property  of  individuals  and  ordinary  cor- 
porations was  subject  to  valuation  and  assessment  by  county 
officers,  while  the  assessment  of  railroad  property  was  com- 
mitted to  a  state  board  of  tax  commissioners,  composed  of 
the  governor,  secretary  of  State,  auditor  of  State,  and  two 
appointees  of  the  governor.    To  this  board,  in  addition  to 
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the  assessment  of  railroad  property,  was  given  the  duty  of 
equalizing  the  assessment  of  real  estate  throughout  the  State, 
as  well  as  of  entertaining  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the 
several  county  boards.  This  method  of  assessing  raQroad 
property  by  a  state  board,  as  distinguished  from  the  assess- 
ment of  ordinary  property  through  county  officers,  was  not 
by  this  act  for  the  first  time  introduced  into  the  legislation 
of  Indiana,  though  by  it  some  changes  were  made  in  the  or- 
ganization of  the  state  board,  and  in  the  details  of  proced- 
ure. 

By  section  129  the  board  was  required  to  "  convene  in  the 
office  of  the  auditor  of  State,  on  the  first  Monday  of  August 
each  year,  for  the  purpose  of  assessing  railroad  property  and 
equalizing  the  assessment  of  real  estate,  as  provided  in  this 
act,"  and  "is  hereby  given  all  the  powers  given  to  county 
boards  of  review."  By  section  132  authority  was  given  to 
adjourn  from  time  to  time,  with  a  proviso  that  "  the  duration 
of  their  sessions  shall  not  exceed  forty  days."  Section  3  is  in 
these  words : 

"  Sec.  3.  All  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  State, 
not  expressly  exempted,  shall  be  subject  to  taxation." 

In  section  4  it  is  provided :  "  Shares  in  corporations,  all  the 
property  of  which  is  taxable  to  the  corporation  itself,  shall 
not  be  assessed  to  the  shareholder." 

By  section  8  personal  property  was  to  be  listed  for  taxation 
as  of  the  first  daj^  of  April  in  each  year. 

The  property  of  railroad  corporations  was  divided  into  two 
classes — railroad  track  and  rolling  stock — and  by  sections  78 
and  80  defined  as  follows : 

"  Sec.  78.  Such  right  of  way,  including  the  superstructures, 
main,  side  or  second  track  and  turnouts,  turn-table,  telegra]di 
poles,  wires,  instruments  and  other  appliances,  and  the  stations 
and  improvements  of  the  railroad  company  on  such  right  of 
way,  (excepting  machinery,  stationary  engines,  and  other  fix- 
tures, which  shall  be  considered  personal  property,)  shall  be 
held  to  be  real  estate  for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  and  denom- 
inated ^  railroad  track.' 

"  Sec.  80.  The  movable  property  belonging  to  a  railroad 
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oompany  shall  be  held  to  be  personal  property,  and  denomi- 
nated, for  the  purpose  of  taxation, '  rolling  stock.' " 

Between  the  first  of  April  and  the  first  of  June  of  each 
year  the  railroad  companies  were  required  to  make  certain 
reports  to  the  county  auditors.    Section  85  is  as  follows : 

''  Sec.  85.  At  the  same  time  that  the  lists  or  schedules  as 
hereinbefore  required  to  be  returned  to  the  county  auditor  the 
person,  oompany,  or  corporation  running,  operating,  or  con- 
structing any  railroad  in  this  State  shall,  under  the  oath  of 
such  person,  or  the  secretary  or  superintendent  of  such  com- 
pany or  corporation,  return  to  the  auditor  of  State  sworn 
statements  or  schedules,  as  follows : 

"  First.  Of  the  property  denominated  *  railroad  track,*  giving 
the  length  of  the  main  and  side  or  second  tracks  and  turn- 
outs, and  showing  the  proportions  in  each  county  and  town- 
ship, and  the  total  in  the  State. 

"  Second.  The  rolling  stock,  whether  owned  or  hired,  giving 
the  length  of  the  main  track  in  each  county,  and  the  entire 
length  of  the  road  in  this  State. 

"  Third.  Showing  the  number  of  ties  in  track  per  mile,  the 
weight  of  iron  or  steel  per  yard  used  in  the  main  and  side 
tracks,  what  joints  or  chairs  are  used  in  track,  the  ballasting 
of  road,  whether  gravelled,  stone,  or  dirt,  the  number  and 
quality  of  buildings  or  other  structures  on  *  railroad  tracks,' 
the  length  of  time  iron  or  steel  in  track  has  been  used,  and 
the  length  of  time  the  road  has  been  built. 

^^  Fowrth.  A  statement  or  schedule  showing : 

*'  1st  The  amount  of  capital  stock  authorized  and  the  num- 
ber of  shares  into  which  such  capital  stock  is  divided. 

''  2d.  The  amount  of  capital  stock  paid  up. 

^'  3d.  The  market  value,  or,  if  no  market  value,  then  the 
actual  value  of  the  shares  of  stock. 

"  4th.  The  total  amounts  of  all  indebtedness  except  for  cur- 
rent expenses  for  operating  the  road. 

^'  5th.  The  total  listed  valuation  of  all  its  tangible  property 
in  this  State.  Such  schedule  shall  be  made  in  conformity  to 
such  instructions  and  forms  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
auditor  of  State." 
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Section  137  provides : 

^^  Sec.  137.  Said  board  shall  also  assess  the  railroad  prop- 
erty, denominated  in  this  act  as  '  railroad  track '  and  '  rolling 
stock,'  at  its  true  cash  value,  and  said  board  is  hereby  given 
the  power  and  authority,  by  committee  or  otherwise,  to  exam- 
ine persons  or  papers." 

Between  April  1,  1890,  and  April  1,  1891,  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  plaintiff  below,  was  created  by  the  consolidation  of 
several  corporations  theretofore  existing.  Its  entire  length 
of  main  track  was  1145.87  miles,  of  which  647.42  miles  were 
in  Indiana,  27.99  in  Illinois,  403.33  in  Ohio,  19.48  in  West 
Virginia,  and  47.65  in  Pennsylvania.  The  Indiana  portion  of 
the  property  belonging  to  this  corporation,  including  both 
railroad  track  and  rolling  stock,  was  assessed  in  1890  at 
$8,638,053.  The  assessment  of  the  like  property  under  the 
act  of  1891  amounted  to  $22,666,470.  Thereafter  and  on 
April  19,  1892,  the  company  commenced  this  suit  in  the 
Superior  Court  of  Marion  County,  to  restrain  the  collection 
of  taxes  based  upon  the  assessment  of  1891,  on  the  double 
ground  that  the  act  of  1891  was  unconstitutional,  and  that 
if  constitutional  it  had  been  so  administered  as  to  create  an 
illegal  assessment  of  the  company's  property.  A  tender  was 
made  of  the  amount  which  would  be  due  according  to  the 
valuation  placed  upon  the  property  in  1890,  and,  as  we  under- 
stand, this  amount  has  been,  under  an  arrangement  between 
the  parties,  paid  into  the  different  county  treasuries.  Issne 
having  been  joined,  the  case  was  heard  and  a  decree  rendered 
finding  the  equity  of  the  case  with  the  defendants,  and  deny- 
ing the  application  for  an  injunction.  On  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State  this  ruling  was  sustained.  To 
reverse  the  final  decree  of  that  court  the  plaintiff  sued  out 
this  writ  of  error. 

Mr.  John  M.  Butler  (with  whom  were  Mr,  S.  0.  Piekms, 
Mr.  AlpheiM  H.  Snow^  and  Mr.  John  M.  BvUery  Jr.,  on  the 
brief,)  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Alomo  Oreene  Smithy  Attorney  General  of  the  State  of 
Indiana,  and  Mr.  WiUiam  A.  Ketcham  for  defendant  in  error. 
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Mr.  John  W,  Kern  and  Mr.  Albert  J.  Beveridge  were  with 
them  CD  the  brief. 

Mk.  Justioe  Brewer,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  conrt. 

The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  removes 
from  this  case  all  questions  of  conflict  between  the  act  and 
the  constitution  of  the  State,  and  the  only  matter  remaining 
for  our  consideration  is  whether  there  is  in  the  act  as  admin- 
istered any  trespass  upon  rights  which  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion secures  to  the  plaintiff.  Notwithstanding  the  elaborate 
attack  made  both  in  brief  and  argument  upon  this  act,  it  seems 
to  us  that  its  constitutionality  has  been  practically  settled  by 
decisions  of  this  court,  especially  those  in  State  Railroad  Taa^ 
Caae^j  92  U.  S.  575,  and  Kentucky  Railroad  Tax  CaaeSj  115 
U.  S.  321.  In  both  of  those  cases  legislation  providing  for 
the  assessment  of  railroad  property  by  a  state  board,  while  all 
other  property  in  the  State  was  assessed  by  county  officials, 
was  held  to  be  obnoxious  to  no  provision  in  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution. Counsel  deny  the  applicability  of  those  two  cases, 
on  account  of  differences  between  the  constitutions  of  Illinois 
and  Kentucky  and  that  of  Indiana,  the  constitution  of  Illinois 
expressly  authorizing  the  legislature  to  classify  property  for 
taxation,  and  only  requiring  uniformity  as  to  the  class  of 
property  upon  which  the  particular  law  operates,  and  that  of 
Kentucky  containing  no  provision  requiring  taxes  to  be  levied 
by  a  uniform  method  upon  all  descriptions  of  property.  A 
sufficient  answer  to  this  is  that  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Indiana  in  this  case  is  conclusive  upon  us  that  the 
constitution  of  that  State  authorizes  just  the  method  of  assess- 
ment adopted  in  this  case. 

It  is  contended  specifically  that  the  act  fails  of  due  process 
of  law  respecting  the  assessment,  in  that  it  does  not  require 
notice  by  the  state  board  at  any  time  before  the  assessments 
are  made  final,  and  several  authorities  are  cited  in  support  of 
the  proposition  that  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  any  pro- 
ceeding by  which  the  property  of  the  individual  is  taken  that 
notice  must  be  given  at  some  time  and  in  some  form,  before 
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the  final  adjudication.  But  the  difficoltj  with  this  argoment 
is  that  it  has  no  foundation  in  fact.  The  statute  names  the 
time  and  place  for  the  meeting  of  the  assessing  board,  and 
that  is  sufficient  in  tax  proceedings ;  personal  notice  is  unnec- 
essary. In  State  Railroad  Tax  caaes^  page  610,  are  these  words, 
which  are  also  quoted  with  approviJ  in  iheKentucky  Railroad 
Tax  cases : 

'^  This  board  has  its  time  of  sitting  fixed  by  law.  Its  ses- 
sions  are  not  secret.  Ko  obstruction  exists  to  the  appearance 
of  any  one  before  it  to  assert  a  right,  or  redress  a  wrong ;  and, 
in  the  business  of  assessing  taxes,  this  is  all  that  can  be  reason- 
ably asked." 

Again,  it  is  said  that  the  act  does  not  require  the  state 
board  to  grant  to  the  railroad  companies  any  hearing  or 
opportunity  to  be  heard  for  the  correction  of  errors  at  any 
time  after  the  assessments  have  been  agreed  upon  by  the 
board,  and  before  they  are  made  final  and  absolute,  or  before 
the  final  adjournment  of  the  board,  and  also  that  it  gives  to 
the  board  arbitrary  power  to  deny  to  plaintiffs  any  hearing  at 
any  time ;  but  the  fact  and  the  law  are  both  against  this  con- 
tention. The  plaintiff  did  appear  before  the  board,  and  was 
heard,  by  its  counsel  and  through  its  officers,  and  the  con- 
struction placed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  on  the  act 
—  a  construction  which  is  conclusive  upon  this  court  —  is  that 
the  railroad  companies  are  given  the  right  to  be  present  and 
to  be  heard. 

It  is  urged  that  the  valuation  as  fixed  was  not  announced 
until  shortly  before  the  adjournment  of  the  board,  and  that 
no  notice  was  given  of  such  valuation  in  time  to  take  any 
steps  for  the  correction  of  errors  therein.  If  by  this  we  are 
to  understand  counsel  as  claiming  that  there  must  be  notice 
and  a  hearing  after  the  determination  by  the  assessing  board 
as  well  as  before,  we  are  unable  to  concur  with  that  view.  A 
hearing  before  judgment,  with  full  opportunity  to  present  all  the 
evidence  and  the  arguments  which  the  party  deems  important, 
is  all  that  can  be  adjudged  vital.  Rehearings,  new  trials,  are 
not  essential  to  due  process  of  law,  either  in  judicial  or  admin- 
istrative proceedings.    One  hearing,  if  ample,  before  judgment, 
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satisfies  the  demand  of  the  Constitution  in  this  respect.  It 
not  anf requently  happens  in  this,  as  in  all  other  courts,  that 
decisions  are  announced  and  judgments  entered  on  the  last 
day  of  the  term,  and  too  late  for  the  presentation  or  consider- 
ation of  any  petitions  for  rehearing  or  motions  for  a  new  trial. 
Will  any  one  seriously  contend  that  a  judgment  thus  entered 
is  entered  in  defiance  of  the  requirements  of  due  process  of 
law,  and  that  a  party,  having  been  fully  heard  once  upon  the 
merits  of  his  case,  is  deprived  of  the  constitutional  protection 
because  he  is  not  heard  a  second  time  ? 

Equally  fallacious  is  the  contention  that,  because  to  the 
ordinary  taxpayer  there  is  allowed  not  merely  one  hearing 
before  the  county  officials,  but  also  a  right  of  appeal  with  a 
second  hearing  before  the  state  board,  while  only  the  one 
hearing  before  the  latter  board  is  given  to  railroad  companies 
in  respect  to  their  property,  therefore  the  latter  are  denied 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  If  a  single  hearing  is  not 
due  process,  doubling  it  will  not  make  it  so ;  and  the  power 
of  a  State  to  make  classifications  in  judicial  or  administrative 
proceedings  carries  with  it  the  right  to  make  such  a*  classifi- 
cation as  will*  give  to  parties  belonging  to  one  class  two  hear- 
ings before  their  rights  are  finally  determined,  and  to  parties 
belonging  to  a  different  class  only  a  single  hearing.  Prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  act  by  Congress,  in  1891, 
a  litigant  in  the  Circuit  Court,  if  the  amount  in  dispute  was 
less  than  $5000,  was  given  but  a  single  trial  and  in  that  court, 
while  if  the  amount  in  dispute  was  over  that  sum  the  defeated 
party  had  a  right  to  a  second  hearing  and  in  this  court.  Did 
it  ever  enter  into  the  thought  of  any  one  that  such  classifica- 
tion carried  with  it  any  denial  of  due  process  of  law? 

Again  the  act  is  challenged  as  permitting  and  requiring  the 
assessment  and  valuation  of  property  outside  the  State.  This 
contention  is  based  largely  on  the  provision  in  section  80  that 
the  '^  rolling  stock  shall  be  listed  and  taxed  in  the  several 
counties  ...  in  the  proportion  that  the  main  track  used  or 
operated  in  such  county  .  .  .  bears  to  the  length  of  the  main 
track  used  or  operated  by  such  person,  company,  or'  corpora- 
tion," and  the  requirement  in  the  schedule  to  be  returned  to 
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the  auditor  of  State  of  a  statement  of  the  amount  of  capital 
stock  and  indebtedness.  We  do  not  think  that  the  matters 
referred  to  justify  any  such  imputation.  It  is  not  to  be  as- 
sumed that  a  State  contemplates  the  taxation  of  any  property 
outside  its  territorial  limits,  or  that  its  statutes  are  intended 
to  operate  otherwise  than  upon  persons  and  property  within 
the  State. '  It  is  not  necessary  that  every  section  of  a  tax  act 
should  in  terms  declare  the  scope  of  its  territorial  operation. 
Before  any  statute  will  be  held  to  intend  to  reach  oatside 
property  the  language  expressing  such  intention  must  be  clear. 
Section  79,  which  refers  to  the  matter  of  "  railroad  track,"  in 
terms  provides  that  ^Hhe  value  of  ^railroad  track'  shall  be 
listed  and  taxed  in  the  several  counties,  townships,  cities,  or 
towns  in  the  proportion  that  the  length  of  the  main  track  in 
such  county,  township,  city,  or  town  bears  to  the  whole  length 
of  the  road  in  this  State,  except  the  value  of  the  side  or  second 
track,  and  all  the  turnouts,  and  all  station-houses,  depots, 
machine  shops,  or  other  buildings  belonging  to  the  road, 
which  shall  be  taxed  in  the  county,  township,  city,  or  town  in 
which  the  same  are  located."  And  while  section  80,  treating 
of  rolling  stock,  does  not  repeat  this  express  limitation,  yet  it 
is  manifestly  implied,  not  merely  from  its  following  immedi- 
ately after  section  79,  and  from  the  general  scope  of  the  act, 
but  also  from  the  schedule  required  to  be  returned  to  the 
auditor  of  State,  the  first  and  second  clauses  of  which  are  as 
follows : 

'^ First  Of  the  property  denominated  ^railroad  track,' 
giving  the  length  of  the  main  and  side  or  second  tracks  and 
turnouts,  and  showing  the  proportions  in  each  county  and 
township,  and  the  total  in  the  State. 

"  Second.  The  rolling  stock,  whether  owned  or  hired,  giv- 
ing the  length  of  the  main  track  in  each  county,  and  the 
entire  length  of  the  road  in  this  State." 

It  is  obvious  that  the  intent  of  this  act  was  simply  to  reach 
the  property  of  the  railroad  within  the  State,  and  these  pro- 
visions in  respect  to  apportionment  relate  simply  to  apportion- 
ment  between  the  different  counties,  townships,  towns,  cities, 
etc.,  within  the  State.    No  intent  to  the  contrary  can  be  deduced 
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from  the  provision  requirmg  the  oorporation  to  file  a  statement 
of  its  total  stock  and  indebtedness,  for  that  is  one  item  of  tes- 
timony fairly  to  be  considered  in  determining  the  value  of  that 
portion  of  the  property  within  the  State.  The  stock  and  the 
indebtedness  represent  the  property.  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Miller  in  State  Railroad  Tax  cases^  (page  605) : 

"When  you  have  ascertained  the  current  cash  value  of  the 
whole  funded  debt,  and  the  current  cash  value  of  the  entire 
number  of  shares,  you  have,  by  the  action  of  those  who  above 
all  others  can  best  estimate  it,  ascertained  the  true  value  of 
the  road,  all  its  property,  its  capital  stock,  and  its  franchises ; 
for  these  are  all  represented  by  the  value  of  its  bonded  debt 
and  of  the  shares  of  its  capital  stock." 

In  Fra/nJdin  Ccnmty  v.  Nashville^  Chattanooga  dkc.  Rail- 
way^ 12  Lea,  621,  539,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee,  in  a 
well-considered  opinion,  which  was  quoted  with  approval  by 
this  court  in  Columbus  Southern  Railway  v.  Wright^  151 
U.  8.  470,  479,  thus  referred  to  the  means  of  ascertaining  the 
value  of  a  railroad  track : 

"  The  value  of  the  roadway  at  any  given  time  is  not  the 
original  cost,  nor,  a  fortiori^  its  ultimate  cost  after  years  of 
expenditure  in  repairs  and  improvements.  On  the  other 
hand,  its  value  cannot  be  determined  by  ascertaining  the 
value  of  the  land  included  in  the  roadway  assessed  at  the 
market  price  of  adjacent  lands,  and  adding  the  value  of 
the  cross-ties,  rails,  and  spikes.  The  value  of  land  depends 
largely  upon  the  use  to  which  it  can  be  put,  and  the  character 
of  the  improvements  upon  it.  The  assessable  value,  for 
taxation,  of  a  railroad  track  can  only  be  determined  by  look- 
ing at  the  elements  on  which  the  financial  condition  of  the 
company  depends,  its  traffic,  as  evidenced  by  the  rolling  stock 
and  gross  earnings  in  connection  with  its  capital  stock.  No 
local  estimate  of  the  fraction  in  one  county  of  a  railroad 
track  running  through  several  counties  can  be  based  upon 
sufficient  data  to  make  it  at  all  reliable,  unless,  indeed,  the 
local  assessors  are  furnished  with  the  means  of  estimating  the 
whole  road." 

Counsel  sought  in  argument  to  narrow  the  meaning  of 
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the  words  ^^ railroad  track"  and  ^^ rolling  stock"  as  though 
the  two  did  not  include  the  entire  railroad  property ;  but  evi- 
dently the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  construed,  and  as  we 
think  properly,  the  two  terms  as  embracing  all  which  goes  to 
make  up  what  is  strictly  railroad  property.  By  section  three 
of  the  act,  it  is  provided  that  all  property  in  the  State  shall 
be  subject  to  taxation  unless  expressly  exempted.  By  section 
four,  that  when  the  property  of  a  corporation  is  taxed  to  the 
corporation  the  shares  held  by  individuals  shall  not  be  subject 
to  taxation.  There  is  in  terms  no  exemption  of  any  railroad 
property,  or  any  part  thereof ;  and  there  is  no  provision  of  the 
tax  law  reaching  that  which  is  strictly  railroad  property,  ex- 
cept as  embraced  within  the  two  terms,  "  railroad  track  "  and 
"rolling  stock."  Obviously  it  was  assumed  by  that  court, 
though  the  matter  is  not  discussed  in  the  opinion,  that  by 
these  two  descriptive  terms  the  legislature,  carrying  out  the 
declared  purpose  of  subjecting  all  property  within  the  State 
to  taxation,  not  expressly  exempted,  meant  to  include  all  the 
property  owned  or  used  by  the  railroad  companies  in  the 
operation  of  their  roads,  and  which  may  fairly  be  called 
"railroad  property."  And  when  the  statute  provides  that 
such  property  shall  be  assessed  at  its  "true  cash  value,'^  it 
means  to  require  that  it  shall  be  assessed  at  the  value  which 
it  has,  as  used,  and  by  reason  of  its  use. 

When  a  road  runs  through  two  States  it  is,  as  seen,  helpful 
in  determining  the  value  of  that  part  within  one  State  to  knovr 
the  value  of  the  road  as  a  whole.  It  is  not  stated  in  this  stat- 
ute that  when  the  value  of  a  road  running  in  two  States  is 
ascertained  the  value  of  that  within  the  State  of  Indiana  shall 
be  determined  absolutely  by  dividing  the  gross  value  upon  a 
mileage  basis,  but  only  that  the  total  amount  of  stock  and 
indebtedness  shall  be  presented  for  consideration  by  the  state 
board.  Nevertheless,  it  is  ordinarily  true  that  when  a  rail- 
road consists  of  a  single  continuous  line,  the  value  of  one  part 
is  fairly  estimated  by  taking  that  part  of  the  value  of  the 
entire  road  which  is  measured  by  the  proportion  of  the  length 
of  the  particular  part  to  that  of  the  whole  road.  This  mode 
of  division  has  been  recognized  by  this  court  several  times 
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as  eminently  fair.  Thus,  in  State  Jiailroaa  Tax  cases^  on  page 
608,  it  was  said : 

"  It  may  well  be  doubted  whether  any  better  mode  of  deter- 
mining the  value  of  that  portion  of  the  traok  within  any  one 
oounty  has  been  devised  than  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the 
whole  road,  and  apportion  the  value  within  the  oounty  by 
its  relative  length  to  the  whole." 

And  again,  on  page  611 : 

"  This  court  has  expressly  held  in  two  cases,  where  the  road 
of  a  corporation  ran  through  different  States,  that  a  tax  upon 
the  income  or  franchise  of  the  road  was  properly  apportioned 
by  taking  the  whole  income  or  value  of  the  franchise,  and  the 
length  of  the  road  within  each  State,  as  the  basis  of  taxation. 
The  Ddaxoare  Railroad  Tax  Case,  18  Wall.  206 ;  Erie  Bail- 
way  V.  PenTisyhania,  21  Wall.  492." 

The  mileage  basis  of  apportionment  was  also  sustained  in 
Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Massachusetts,  125  U.  S.  530; 
PuU/inanis  Palace  Gar  Go.  v.  Pennsylvania,  141  U.  S.  18 ; 
Maine  v.  Grand  Trunk  Railway^  142  U.  S.  217 ;  Gharlotte, 
Volunibia  die.  Railroad  v.  Oibbes,  142  U.  S.  386 ;  Golutnbus 
JSouthem  Railway  v.  Wright,  151  U.  S.  470.  It  is  true,  there 
may  be  exceptional  cases,  and  the  testimony  ^offered  on  the 
tri^  of  this  case  in  the  Circuit  Court  tends  to  show  that  this 
plaintiff's  road  is  one  of  such  exceptional  cases,  as  for  instance, 
where  the  terminal  facilities  in  some  large  city  are  of  enor- 
mous value,  and  so  give  to  a  mile  or  two  in  such  city  a  value 
out  of  all  proportion  to  any  similar  distance  elsewhere  along 
the  line  of  the  road,  or  where  in  certain  localities  the  company 
is  engaged  in  a  particular  kind  of  business  requiring  for  sole 
use  in  such  localities  an  extra  amount  of  rolling  stock.  If 
•testimony  to  this  effect  was  presented  by  the  company  to  the 
state  board,  it  must  be  assumed,  in  the  absence  of  anything 
to  the  contrary,  that  such  board,  in  making  the  assessment  of 
track  and  rolling  stock  within  the  State,  took  into  account  the 
peculiar  and  large  value  of  such  facilities  and  such  extra  roll- 
ing stock.  But  whether  in  any  particular  case  such  matters 
are  taken  into  consideration  by  the  assessing  board  does  not 
make  against  the  validity  of  the  law,  because  it  does  not  re- 
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quire  that  the  valuation  of  the  property  within  the  State  shall 
be  absolutely  determined  upon  a  mileage  basis. 

Our  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  this  act  is  not  obnoxious 
to  any  of  the  constitutional  objections  made  to  it  There 
remains  the  further  question  whether,  in  the  actual  adminis- 
tration thereof  in  this  case,  there  has  been  any  illegal  assess- 
ment of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  charged  that  the 
valuation  was  increased  from  $8,538,053  in  1890  to  $22,666,470 
in  1891,  and  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  such  a  great  increase 
suggests  that  which  is  unfortunately  too  common — an  effort 
to  cast  an  unreasonable  proportion  of  the  public  burdens  upon 
corporate  property.  It  is  stated  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
their  brief  that  the  increase  from  1890  to  1891  in  the  valusr 
tion  of  all  other  than  railroad  property  in  the  several  counties 
through  which  its  road  extends  was  only  43  per  cent,  while, 
as  appears,  that  of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  was  more  than 
150  per  cent.  Still,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  a  mere 
increase  in  the  assessment  does  not  prove  that  the  last  assess- 
ment is  wrong.  Something  more  is  necessary  before  it  can 
be  adjudged  that  the  assessment  is  illegal  and  excessive,  and 
the  question  which  is  to  be  now  considered  is  whether  the  tes- 
timony shows,  that  the  assessment  made  by  the  state  board 
can  be  adjudged  illegal. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  discloses  these  proceedings  on  the 
hearing:  The  plaintiff  offered  the  record  of  the  action  of  the 
state  board  for  the  year  1890,  showing  an  assessment,  as  here- 
tofore stated,  so  much  less  than  that  of  1891,  which  record  was 
rejected  as  irrelevant  and  immaterial.  Thereupon  the  phun- 
tiff  offered  the  record  of  the  proceedings  of  the  board  in  1891, 
which  was  admitted.  This  recited  the  appearance  of  the 
plaintiff  by  its  officers,  and  that  they  were  heard  as  to  the 
proper  valuation.  It  also  contained  a  table  by  counties  of  the 
assessment  as  made  by  the  board,  closing  with  this  certificate: 

"  Making  liberal  allowances  for  all  proper  deductions,  the 
state  board  of  tax  commissioners  has  fixed  the  values  of  the 
respective  railroads  and  parts  of  roads  within  the  State  of 
Indiana  for  taxation  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1891,  as  herein- 
before set  forth. 
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^^  In  arriving  at  the  basis  for  the  estimate  of  said  values  the 
board  has  considered  the  cost  of  the  construction  and  equip- 
ment of  said  roads,  the  market  value  of  the  stocks  and  bonds, 
and  the  gross  and  net  earnings  of  each  of  said  roads,  and  all 
other  matters  appertaining  thereto  that  would  assist  the  board 
in  arriving  at  a  true  cash  value  of  the  same." 

The  return  made  by  the  plaintiflP  to  the  auditor  of  State  for 
the  year  1891,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
statute,  was  also  given  in  evidence,  which  return  was  upon  a 
blank  furnished  by  the  auditor,  and  shows  an  aggregate  valua- 
tion of  about  $8,000,000.  This  return  was  sworn  to  by  the 
general  manager  and  secretary  of  the  company.  The  second 
vice-president  and  general  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  was  called 
as  a  witness,  and,  after  testifying  to  his  familiarity  with  the 
property,  and  its  value,  was  asked  the  value  in  1890,  but,  on 
objection,  this  testimony  was  ruled  out.  He  was  permitted, 
however,  to  give  testimony  as  to  the  value  in  1891,  and  his 
answer  fixed  that  value  in  the  aggregate  at  $8,538,053,  the 
same  value  that  was  placed  upon  the  property  by  the  state 
board  in  1890.  He  was  asked  to  state  the  average  cash  value 
per  mile  of  the  company's  property  in  Indiana,  and  in  the 
other  States  into  wjiich  the  company's  road  extended,  treating 
the  portion  in  each  State  as  constituting  a  unit,  separate  and 
distinct  from  those  of  the  portions  in  the  other  States,  but  s^n 
objection  to  this  was  sustained,  and  the  testimony  offered 
ruled  out.  He  then  testified  as  to  the  terminal  facilities  in  the 
cities  of  Chicago  and  Pittsburgh  belonging  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  their  great  value,  and  the  absence  of  terminal  facilities  of 
any  particular  value  in  any  of  the  cities  in  Indiana.  He  was 
then  asked  if  the  plaintiff  owned  any  rolling  stock  which  was 
nsed  exclusively  in  any  one  of  the  five  States  in  which  it  did 
business,  but  this  question  was  ruled  out.  In  response  to  fur- 
ther questions  he  testified  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  rolling 
stock  used  exclusively  within  the  State  of  Indiana  for  special 
purposes.  Certain  questions  were  also  asked  as  to  the  notice 
or  knowledge  which  the  plaintiff  had  of  the  determination 
made  by  the  state  board  in  1891  as  to  the  valuation,  but  we 
have  heretofore  held  that  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  had  any 
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notice  thereof  after  the  decision  and  prior  to  the  adjournment 
of  the  board.  The  assistant  engineer  of  the  plaintiff  was  also 
called  as  a  witness,  and  producing  a  written  statement  which 
he  had  presented  to  the  state  board  prior  to  its  determination, 
which  statement  goes  at  length  into  the  mileage  in  the  different 
States,  the  gross  earnings,  per  cent  of  earnings,  and  the  value 
of  the  track,  testified  that  the  facts  in  such  written  statement 
were  true.  Another  witness,  the  assistant  comptroller  of  the 
plaintiff,  was  asked  what  per  cent  of  the  gross  receipts  of  its 
Indiana  business  wajB  derived  from  commerce,  beginning  and 
ending  wholly  within  the  State  and  what  from  interstate 
business ;  but,  on  objection,  this  testimony  was  ruled  out.  Tbb 
secretary  of  State,  who  was  a  member  of  the  state  board,  was 
also  called,  and  testified  that  the  members  of  the  board  did 
not  make  an  official  examination  or  inspection  of  the  railroad 
track  and  rolling  stock  of  the  plaintiff,  being  personally 
acquainted  therewith ;  that  they  did  not  summon  before  them, 
or  examine  under  oath,  any  person  or  persons  acquainted  with 
the  true  cash  value  of  the  property.  The  plaintiff  also  offered 
the  return  made  by  the  Terre  Haute  and  Indianapolis  Rail- 
road Company  to  the  auditor  of  State  for  the  year  1891, 
prepared  upon  the  same  form  as  that  upon  which  the  plaintiffs 
return  was  made,  but  it  was  ruled  out  as  irrelevant  and  imma- 
terial, as  well  as  the  action  taken  by  the  state  board  in  respect 
to  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  such  road.  This  was,  in 
substance,  all  the  testimony  offered  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  simply  called  the  secretary  of  State,  who 
testified  that  in  assessing  the  plaintiff's  property  notissessment 
was  made,  except  upon  the  railroad  track  and  rolling  stock  of 
plaintiff  within  the  State,  and  no  assessment  was  made  of  any 
property  of  value  outside  the  State. 

Upon  this  testimony  the  decision  of  the  court  was  that 
there  was  nothing  to  impeach  the  assessment  made  by  the 
state  board,  and  in  this  conclusion  we  concur.  The  true  cash 
value  of  the  plaintiff's  property  in  the  State  of  Indiana  in  the 
year  1891  was  a  question  of  fact,  the  determination  of  which 
for  the  purposes  of  taxation  was  given  to  this  special  tribmial, 
the  state  board.  Whenever  a  question  of  fact  is  thus  submitted 
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to  the  determination  of  a  special  tribunal,  its  decision  creates 
something  more  than  a  mere  presumption  of  fact,  and  if  such 
determination  comes  into  inquiry  before  the  courts  it  cannot 
be  overthrown  by  evidence  going  only  to  show  that  the  fact 
was  otherwise  than  as 'so  found  and  determined.  Here  the 
question  determined  by  the  state  board  was  the  value  of 
certain  property.  That  determination  cannot  be  overthrown 
by  the  testimony  of  two  or  three  witnesses  that  the  valuation 
was  other  than  that  fixed  by  the  board.  It  is  true  such 
testimony  may  be  competent,  and  was  received  in  this  case 
because,  taken  in  conjunction  with  other  testimony,  it  might 
establish  fraudulent  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  board  sufficient 
to  vitiate  its  determination.  It  is  not,  however,  contended  by 
counsel  that  there  was  any  actual  fraud  on  the  part  of  that 
board.;  that  the  individual  members  thereof  deliberately 
violated  the  obligations  of  their  oaths  of  office,  and  intention- 
ally placeil  upon  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  a  valuation 
which  they  knew  to  be  grossly  in  excess  of  that  which  it  in 
fact  bore,  and  did  so  with  the  purpose  of  making  the  plaintiff 
bear  a  larger  share  of  the  burden  of  the  support  of  the  state 
government  than  it  rightfully  should.  The  contention  is 
rather  that  the  board  made  a  grievous  mistake  in  placing  so 
high  a  value,  and  that  it  took  into  consideration  property 
outside  of  the  State,  and  gave  to  the  property  within  a  value 
partly  deduced  from  that  without  the  State.  The  testimony, 
however,  does  not  sustain  this  contention. 

The  certificate  of  the  state  board  does  not  show  that  it 
reached  its  determination  of  the  value  of  the  property  in  In- 
diana by  first  ascertaining  the  total  value  of  the  company's 
property,  and  then  dividing  it  on  the  mileage  basis.  It  simply 
shows  that  it  considered  the  matters  which  by  the  statute 
were  required  to  be  presented  to  it  by  the  railroad  company, 
as  well  as  all  other  matters  which  in  its  judgment  bore  upon 
the  question  of  value,  and  from  such  consideration  reached 
the  result  announced,  to  wit,  the  value  of  that  part  of  the 
company's  road  in  the  State  of  Indiana.  Evidence  that  there 
were  peculiar  matters  which  gave  to  portions  of  the  road 
outside  of  Indiana  an  enormous  value  as  compared  with  the 


436  OCTOBEE  TEEM,  1893. 

Opinion  of  the  Coort 

general  line  of  the  road  does  not  prove  that  the  board  did  not 
take  those  peculiar  matters  into  consideration.  On  the  ooa- 
trary,  the  reasonable  presumption  is  that  if  its  attention  was 
called  by  the  company  to  those  facts  it  did  take  them  into 
consideration  in  connection  with  the  information  derived 
from  the  total  amount  of  stock  and  indebtedness  of  the 
company.  Indeed,  its  certificate  is  affirmatively  that  it  took 
into  consideration  ^^all  other  matters  appertaining  thereto 
that  would  assist  the  board  in  arriving  at  a  true  cash  Talae'* 
of  the  parts  of  the  road  within  the  State  of  Indiana.  That 
the  aggregate  value  of  the  entire  property  of  the  company 
was  evidence  properly  receivable  and  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  value  of  that  part  in  Indiana  is  a  proposition  which, 
as  we  have  heretofore  said,  is  clearly  established  both  on  rea- 
son and  authority.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  board  had 
before  it  or  considered  any  matter  in  reaching  its  determina- 
tion which  was  not  properly  receivable  and  properly  to  be 
considered.  A  comparison  of  the  assessment  placed  by  the 
board  upon  the  property  of  this  plaintiff  with  that  placed  by 
it  upon  other  roads,  or  portions  of  roads,  within  the  State  is 
immaterial  unless  coupled  with  an  offer  to  show  an  identity 
in  value,  so  that  the  case  narrows  itself  down  to  this:  Is 
testimony  that  the  value  placed  by  the  board  was  excessive, 
together  with  testimony  that  portions  of  the  road  outside  of 
the  State  were  of  largely  greater  value  than  any  similar 
length  of  road  within  the  State,  unaccompanied  with  evidence 
that  the  board  reached  the  valuation  by  simply  dividing  the 
total  value  of  the  company's  property  on  a  mileage  basis,  or 
that  it  failed  to  take  into  consideration  the  fact  of  sodi 
excessive  value  of  portions  outside  the  State,  sufficient  to 
impeach  its  determination  ?  This  question  must  be  answered 
in  the  negative.  No  determination  of  a  special  board,  charged 
under  the  law  with  the  duty  of  placing  a  value  upon  property, 
can  be  successfully  impeached  by  such  meagre  testimony. 

These  are  all  the  questions  presented  in  this  record,  and 
notwithstanding  the  shadow  cast  upon  the  action  of  the  board 
by  this  large  increase  in  valuation,  we  are  forced  to  the  con- 
clusion not  only  that  the  act  is  not  open  to  the  objections 
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made  to  its  constitutionality,  but  also  that  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient testimony  to  impeach  the  conclusion  and  determination 
of  the  state  board.  The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  of  Indiana  is,  therefore, 

Affirmed. 

Mb.  Justiob  Hablak,  with  whom  concurred  Me.  Justice 
Bbown,  dissenting. 

The  statute  of  Indiana  of  March  6, 1891,  as  construed  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  authorized  the  State  Board 
of  Tax  Commissioners,  in  assessing  the  ^'railroad  track"  and 
^^  rolling  stock"  of  the  company  in  the  State,  to  ascertain  the 
market  value  of  its  property  and  interests  of  every  kind, 
within  and  without  the  State,  including  capital  stock,  bonds, 
earnings,  franchise,  equipment,  etc. ;  and,  that  being  done,  to 
take  as  the  value  of  the  company's  track  and  rolling  stock 
in  Indiana  for  taxation  such  proportion  of  that  aggregate 
amount  as  the  number  of  miles  of  its  road  in  that  State  bore 
to  the  aggregate  miles  of  its  road  or  roads  within  and  with- 
out the  State.  And  by  this  rule  of  valuation  the  State  Board 
of  Tax  Commissioners  seems  to  have  been  governed.  In  the 
official  report  by  the  board  of  its  proceedings  for  1891,  show- 
ing the  basis  on  which  the  values  of  the  railroads  and  parts 
of  roads  within  the  State  had  been  fixed,  it  is  said  that,  *'  in 
arriving  at  the  basis  for  the  estimate  of  said  values  the  board 
has  considered  the  cost  of  the  construction  and  equipment  of 
said  roads,  the  market  value  of  the  stocks  and  bonds,  and  the 
gross  and  net  earnings  of  each  of  said  roads,  and  all  other 
matters  appertaining  thereto  that  would  assist  the  board  in 
arriving  at  a  true  cash  value  of  the  same."  The  forms  of 
printed  returns  supplied  to  railroad  companies  show  that 
they  were  required  to  report  such  values  and  earnings  in 
respect  of  aU  their  property  of  every  kind,  wherever  situated. 
Under  the  mode  of  assessment  pursued,  property  was  taxed  in 
Indiana  that  had  no  situs  there,  which  was  used  in  interstate 
commerce  outside  of  Indiana,  and  could  not  properly  be  in- 
cluded in  the  company's  railroad  track  and  rolling  stock  in 
that  State.    I' am  of  opinion  that  the  statute  as  construed  and 
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enforced  by  the  State  imposed  illegal  burdens  npon  interstate 
commerce  under  the  guise  of  a  valuation  for  purposes  of 
taxation  of  property  within  the  State.  The  board  had  no 
authority  to  impart  to  the  value  of  railroad  track  and  rolling 
stock,  within  the  State,  any  part  of  the  value  of  the  com- 
pany's various  interests  and  property  without  the  State. 

There  was  some  cohtention  at  the  bar  as  to  whether  the 
state  board,  in  fact,  proceeded  according  to  the  rule  of  valu- 
ation to  which  I  have  referred.  If  I  am  in  error  in  saying 
that  it  appears,  affirmatively,  from  the  record,  that  the  boaid 
applied  that  rule,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  state  court 
construed  the  statute  as  authorizing  the  adoption  of  such  a 
rule.  It  is  equally  clear  that  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
board  acted  upon  that  rule  was  offered  and  excluded,  and 
that  a  proper  exception  was  taken.  Such  action  upon  the 
part  of  the  court  was  itself  sufficient  to  raise  the  question 
whether  the  statute,  as  interpreted  by  the  state  court,  and  as 
administered  by  the  state  authorities,  was  not  obnoxious  to 
the  objection  that  it  permitted  illegal  burdens  to  be  imposed, 
under  the  guise  of  local  taxation,  upon  interstate  commercef 
and  the  taxation  of  property  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
Indiana. 

Without  referring  to  other  grounds  discussed  at  the  bar,  I 
dissent  from  the  opinion  and  judgment  in  this  case  upon  the 
grounds  above  stated! 

I  am  authorized  by  Mr.  Justiob  Brown  to  say  that  he  also 
dissents. 

Mr.  Justice  Jackson  did  not  hear  the  argument  in  this 
case,  or  take  any  part  in  its  decision. 


Indianapolis  and  Vincennes  Railroad  Company  v.  Backus, 
No.  900.  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Indiana. 
Argued  March  27,  28, 1894.     Decided  May  26,  1894. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewer  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
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Case  No.  900,  brought  by  the  Indianapolis  and  Vincennes  Rail- 
road Company  to  impeach  the  assessment  made  by  the  same  board, 
in  the  same  year,  of  its  property,  is  so  nearly  like  this  in  its 
material  features  that  no  separate  statement  of  the  special  facts  is 
necessary,  and  in  that  case,  too,  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  Indiana  will  be 

Affirmed. 

Mb.  Justice  Harlan  and  Mr.  Justice  Brown  dissented  from 
the  opinion  and  judgment  upon  the  ground  stated  in  their  dissent- 
ing opinion  in  Pittsbxirgh,  Cincinnati^  Chicago  &  St,  Louis  Railway 
Company  v.  Ba6ku8,  No.  899,  ante,  421,  437. 

Mr.  Justice  Jackson  did  not  hear  the  argument  in  this  case 
or  take  any  part  in  its  decision. 

Mr.  John  M,  BiUler  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

3fr.  Albert  Chreene  Smithy  Attorney  General  of  the  State  of 
Indiana,  and  Mr.  WUliam  A,  Ketcham  for  defendant  in  error. 


CLEVELAND,    CINCINNATI,     CHICAGO    AND    ST. 
LOUIS  RAILWAY  COMPANY  v.  BACKUS. 

ERROR  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  STATE  OF   INDIANA. 

No.  908.    Argned  March  27, 28, 18M.  ~  Decided  May  26, 1804. 

.  If  an  assessing  board,  seeking  to  assess  for  purposes  of  taxation  a  part  of 
a  railroad  within  a  State,  the  other  part  of  which  is  in  an  adjoining  State, 
ascertains  the  value  of  the  whole  line  as  a  single  property  and  then  de- 
termines the  valne  of  that  witliin  the  State,  upon  the  mileage  basis,  that 
is  not  a  yalnation  of  property  ontside  of  the  State ;  and  the  assessing 
board,  in  order  to  keep  within  the  limits  of  state  jnrisdiction,  need  not 
treat  the  part  of  the  road  within  the  State  as  an  independent  line,  discon- 
nected from  the  part  without,  and  place  upon  that  property  only  the 
value  which  can  be  given  to  it  if  operated  separately  from  the  balance  of 
the  road. 
Where  an  assessing  board  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  valuing  a  certain 
number  of  miles  of  railroad  within  a  State  forming  part  of  aline  of  road 
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running  into  another  State,  and  assesses  those  miles  of  road  at  their 
actual  cash  value  determined  on  a  mileage  basis,  this  does  not  place  a 
burden  upon  interstate  commerce,  beyond  the  power  of  the  State,  simply 
because  the  value  of  that  railroad  as  a  whole  is  created  partly— and 
perhaps  largely — by  the  interstate  commerce  which  it  is  doing. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  T.  Dye  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Alomo  Greene  Smithy  Attorney  General  of  the  State 
of  Indiana,  and  Mr.  William  A.  Ketcham  for  defendant  in 
error.  Mr.  Albert  J.  Beveridge  and  Mr.  John  W.  Kern  were 
with  them  on  their  brief. 

Mr.  Justice  Bbeweb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt 

This  case  is  similar  to  the  two  just  decided,  in  that  it  was 
a  suit  brought  by  this  plaintiff  in  the  same  court,  challeng- 
ing an  assessment  of  its  railroad  property  for  the  same  year, 
by  the  same  board,  with  the  same  result  both  in  the  trial  and 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State.  Hence  it  is  useless  to  reconsider 
the  questions  decided  in  those  cases  as  to  th^  constitutionality 
of  the  act  itself,  or  those  which  depend  solely  upon  like  testi- 
mony. There  was,  however,  in  the  trial  of  this  case  a  more 
elaborate  effort  to  show  that  the  state  board  included  in  its 
assessment  the  value  of  property  outside  the  State,  and  also 
that  the  valuation  placed  nominally  upon  the  property  within 
the  State  was  largely  based  upon  interstate  business  done  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  thus,  as  is  claimed,  to  that  extent,  placed  a 
direct  burden  upon  interstate  commerce,  which,  it  is  conceded, 
is  beyond  the  power  of  the  State  to  cast.  It  becomes  neces- 
sary, therefore,  to  notice  a  little  in  detail  the  testimony  which 
was  received,  as  well  as  that  which  was  excluded  on  the 
hearing. 

It  may  be  premised  that  there  was  much  testimony  of  a 
character  similar  to  that  given  in  the  other  cades.  Beyond 
that,  there  was  a  large  amount  of  testimony  received  as  well 
as  some  offered  and  rejected  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what 
was  presented  to  the  board  for  consideration,  the  method  by 
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which  it  reached  its  conclusions,  and  the  elements  which  en- 
tered into  its  estimate  of  value.  The  principal  witness  relied  on 
in  respect  to  these  matters  was  the  secretary  of  State,  a  mem- 
ber of  the  board.  By  him  it  was  proved  that  no  witness  was 
sworn  and  examined,  and  no  inquiry  made  in  that  way,  as  to 
the  value  of  this  property.  It  appeared  that  the  return  made 
by  the  company  was  before  the  board  for  consideration.  The 
court  ruled  out  an  offer  to  prove  that  outside  of  such  return 
no  books,  papers,  or  documents,  except  Poor's  Manual  and 
the  Investors'  Guide,  were  produced  before  the  board,  or  con- 
sidered by  it  in  making  the  assessment ;  that  Poor's  Manual 
was  used  by  it  for  data  upon  which  to  base  the  assessment ; 
and  specifically  that  this  was  the  only  evidence  which  it  had 
as  to  the  number  of  miles  owned  and  leased  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  State  in  which  they  were  located,  and  the  various  encum- 
brances upon  the  different  lines  of  road  included  in  the  system 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  shown  that  the  plaintiff 
appeared  before  the  board  by  its  officers,  with  such  state- 
ments as  they  desired  to  make,  and  also  that  other  individuals 
(especially  an  attorney  representing  Marion  County,  one  of 
the  counties  through  which  the  road  of  the  plaintiff  runs) 
appeared  and  made  arguments.  A  series  of  questions  was  put 
to  the  witness,  of  which  this  is  a  sample : 

^'  Q.  In  the  assessment  of  the  Cincinnati,  La  Fayette  and 
Chicago  Railway,  extending  from  Templeton,  Indiana,  to  the 
Illinois  state  line,"  (one  of  the  lines  in  plaintiffs  system 
and  included  in  the  assessment,)  ^^  in  arriving  at  the  basis  for 
the  estimate  of  the  value  which  you  placed  upon  the  main 
line  of  that  road,  did  you  consider  the  market  value  of  any 
stocks ;  and,  if  so,  of  what  stocks  did  you  consider  the  market 
value  ? " ;  but  the  court  ruled  the  question  out  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  an  attempt  to  inquire  into  the  mental  processes  of 
members  of  the  board.  At  the  time  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant stated: 

"We  desire  to  let  the  record  show  at  this  point,  may  the 
court  please,  that  the  defendant  will  interpose  no  objection  to 
any  question  asked  by  the  plaintiff  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
state  board  of  tax  commissioners  assessed  and  valued  any 
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bonds,  stocks,  or  anything  else  outside  of  the  State,  and  that 
we  will  not  object  to  any  question  asked  any  member  of  the 
state  board  of  tax  commissioners  as  to  whether  or  not  that 
board  assessed  anything  else  than  railroad  track  and  rolling 
stock  inside  of  the  State  of  Indiana." 

The  plaintiff  did  not,  however,  apparently  care  to  take 
advantage  of  this  offer.  Other  questions  were  put  to  the  wit- 
ness, like  the  following : 

^^  Q.  In  assessing  the  Indianapolis  and  St.  Louis  Sailroad, 
you  placed  the  main  track  at  $27,900  per  mile,  while  yon 
assessed  the  main  track  of  the  Terre  Haute  and  Indianapolis 
Eailroad  at  $21,800  per  mile,  being  $6000  per  mile  less  than 
the  track  of  the  St.  Louis  division  of  the  three  C.^s  &  St  L 
or  the  I.  &  St.  L.  railroad.  Kow,  in  making  this  assessment, 
$21,800  per  mile,  or  $27,900  per  mile  upon  the  main  track  of 
the  St.  Louis  division  of  the  three  C.'s  &  St.  L.,  did  you  or  not 
consider  the  gross  earnings  of  the  three  C.'s  &  St  L.  railway, 
including  earnings  derived  from  carrying  freight  and  passen- 
gers from  points  within  to  points  without  the  State  of  Indiana, 
or  through  the  State  of  Indiana,  while  engaged  as  a  common 
carrier  in  interstate  commerce}";  but  the  court  sustained  ob- 
jections to  all  of  thenL 

The  witness  was  also  asked,  but  not  permitted  to  answer: 

'^  Q.  Did  you  fix  the  value  upon  the  St.  Louis  division  of 
the  three  C.'s  &  St  L.  railway  —  I  mean  did  the  board— as 
returned  to  the  auditor  of  State  separately  or  did  you  value 
that  road  as  a  part  of  the  three  C.'s  &  St.  L.  system  in  Ohio 
and  in  Indiana,  and  did  you,  having  reached  a  unit  of  value 
by  considering  the  whole  system,  distribute  that  unit  of  value 
according  to  mileage  over  the  operated  and  leased  lines  and 
parts  of  roads  in  Indiana  of  the  plaintiff } " 

Another  series  of  questions  was  propounded,  of  which  the 
following  is  one : 

^^  Q.  Did  you  or  not,  in  assessing  and  fixing  the  value  of 
the  St.  Louis  division  and  of  the  Chicago  division  and  of  the 
leased  and  operated  lines  of  the  three  C.'s  &  St.  L.  Bailway 
in  the  State  of  Indiana,  place  or  add  anything  to  the  value 
of  said  lines  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it  had  a  franchise  ?" 
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Objections  were  made  by  the  defendant  to  these  questions, 
which  were  sustained,  but  afterwards,  when  the  witness  was 
again  on  the  stand,  the  objections  were  withdrawn,  whereupon 
the  plaintiff  withdrew  all  the  questions  except  the  one  which 
we  have  last  quoted,  and  to  that  the  witness  answered,  ^^  We 
did  not ;  no,  sir.'^ 

These  references  are  probably  sufficient  to  fully  present  .the 
questions  for  consideration.  It  will  not  be  claimed  that  it  is 
within  the  province  of  this  court  to  review  any  question  as  to 
the  admission  or  rejection  of  testimony  which  does  not  bear 
directly  upon  some  matter  of  a  Federal  nature.  It  will  be 
noticed  that  no  testimony  was  ruled  out  showing,  or  tending 
to  show,  what  was  in  fact  valued  and  assessed  by  the  state 
board.  There  was  also  direct  testimony  that  no  franchise 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff  was  estimated  in  making  the  assess- 
ment. The  inquiry,  therefore,  in  view  of  the  testimony  re- 
ceived and  that  offered  and  rejected  is  narrowed  to  these  two 
matters:  First.  If  an  assessing  board,  seeking  to  assess  for 
purposes  of  taxation  a  part  of  a  road  within  a  State,  the  other 
part  of  which  is  in  an  adjoining  State,  ascertains  the  value  of 
the  whole  line  as  a  single  property  and  then  determines  the 
value  of  that  within  the  State,  upon  the  mileage  basis,  is  that 
a  valuation  of  property  outside  of  the  State,  and  must  the 
assessing  board,  in  order  to  keep  within  the  limits  of  state 
jurisdiction,  treat  the  part  of  the  road  within  the  State  as  an 
independent  line,  disconnected  from  the  part  without,  and 
place  upon  that  property  only  the  value  which  can  be  given 
to  it  if  operated  separately  from  the  balance  of  the  road} 
Second.  Where  an  assessing  board  is  charged  with  the  duty 
of  valuing  a  certain  number  of  miles  of  railroad  within  a  State 
forming  part  of  a  line  of  road  running  into  another  State,  and 
assesses  those  miles  of  road  at  their  actual  cash  value  deter- 
mined on  a  mileage  basis,  is  this  placing  a  burden  upon  inter- 
state conmierce,  beyond  the  power  of  the  State,  simply  because 
the  value  of  that  railroad  as  a  whole  is  created  partly  —  and 
perhaps  largely — by  the  interstate  commerce  which  it  is  doing  ? 

With  regaixl  to  the  first  question,  it  is  assumed  that  no 
special  circumstances  exist  to  distinguish  between  the  condi- 
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tions  in  the  two  States,  such  as  terminal  facilities  of  enormous 
value  in  one  and  not  in  another.  With  this  assumption  the 
first  question  must  be  answered  in  the  negative.  The  true 
value  of  a  line  of  railroad  is  something  more  than  an  aggre- 
gation of  the  values  of  separate  parts  of  it,  operated  separ 
rately.  It  is  the  aggregate  of  those  values  plus  that  arising 
from  a  connected  operation  of  the  whole,  and  each  part  of 
the  road  contributes  not  merely  the  value  arising  from  its 
independent  operation,  but  its  mileage  proportion  of  that 
flowing  from  a  continuous  and  connected  operation  of  the 
whole.  This  is  no  denial  of  the  mathematical  proposition 
that  the  whole  is  equal  to  the  sum  of  all  its  parts,  becanse 
there  is  a  value  created  by  and  resulting  from  the  combined 
operation  of  all  its  parts  as  one  continuous  line.  This  is  some- 
thing which  does  not  exist,  and  cannot  exist,  until  the  combi- 
nation is  formed.  A  notable  illustration  of  this  was  in  the 
New  York  Central  Bailroad  consolidation.  Many  years  ago 
the  distance  between  Albany  and  Buffalo  was  occupied  by 
three  or  four  companies,  each  operating  its  own  line  of  road, 
and  together  connecting  the  two  cities.  The  several  compa- 
nies were  united  and  formed  the  New  York  Central  Bailroad 
Company,  which  became  the  owner  of  the  entire  line  between 
Albany  and  Buffalo,  and  operated  it  as  a  single  road.  Imme- 
diately upon  the  consolidation  of  these  companies,  and  the 
operation  of  the  property  as  a  single,  connected  line  of  rail- 
road between  Albany  and  Buffalo,  the  value  of  the  property 
was  recognized  in  the  market  as  largely  in  excess  of  the 
aggregate  of  the  values  of  the  separate  properties.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  enter  into  any  inquiry  as  to  the  causes  of  this. 
It  is  enough  to  notice  the  fact.  Now,  when  a  road  runs  into 
two  States  each  State  is  entitled  to  consider  as  within  its  ter* 
ritorial  jurisdiction  and  subject  to  the  burdens  of  its  taxes 
what  may  perhaps  not  inaccurately  be  described  as  the  pro- 
portionate share  of  the  value  flowing  from  the  operation  of 
the  entire  mileage  as  a  single  continuous  road.  It  is  Dot 
bound  to  enter  upon  a  disintegration  of  values  and  attempt 
to  extract  from  the  total  value  of  the  entire  property  that 
which  would  exist  if  the  miles  of  road  within  the  State  were 
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operated  separately.  Take  the  case  of  a  railroad  running 
from  Columbus,  Ohio,  to  Indianapolis,  Indiana.  Whatever 
of  value  there  may  be  resulting  from  the  continuous  operation 
of  that  road  is  partly  attributable  to  the  portion  of  the  road 
in  Indiana  and  partly  to  that  in  Ohio,  and  each  State  has  an 
equal  right  to  reach  after  a  just  proportion  of  that  value,  and 
subject  it  to  its  taxing  processes.  The  question  is,  how  can 
equity  be  secured  between  the  States,  and  to  that  a  division 
of  the  value  of  the  entire  property  upon  the  mileage  basis  is 
the  legitimate  answer.  Taking  a  mileage  share  of  that  in 
Indiana  is  not  taxing  property  outside  of  the  State. 

The  second  question  must  also  be  answered  in  the  negative. 
It  has  been  again  and  again  said  by  this  court  that  while  no 
State  could  impose  any  tax  or  burden  upon  the  privilege  of 
doing  the  business  of  interstate  commerce,  yet  it  had  the  un- 
questioned right  to  place  a  property  tax  on  the  instrumentali- 
ties engaged  in  such  commerce.  See  among  many  other 
cases,  Marye  v.  Baltimore  dk  Ohio  Bailroad^  127  U.  S.  117; 
PvUmcwCs  Palace  Gar  Co.  v.  Pennsyloa/nia^  141  U.  S.  18. 

The  rule  of  property  taxation  is  that  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty is  the  basis  of  taxation.  It  does  not  mean  a  tax  upon  the 
earnings  which  the  property  makes,  nor  for  the  privilege  of 
using  the  property,  but  rests  solely  upon  the  value.  But  the 
value  of  property  results  from  the  use  to  which  it  is  put  and 
varies  with  the  profitableness  of  that  use,  present  and  pro- 
spective, actual  and  anticipated.  There  is  no  pecuniary  value 
outside  of  that  which  results  from  such  use.  The  amount  and 
profitable  character  of  such  use  determines  the  value,  and  if 
property  is  taxed  at  its  actual  cash  value  it  is  taxed  upon 
something  which  is  created  by  the  uses  to  which  it  is  put. 
In  the  nature  of  things  it  is  practically  impossible  —  at  least 
in  respect  to  railroad  property  —  to  divide  its  value,  and  deter- 
mine how  much  is  caused  by  one  use  to  which  it  is  put  and 
how  much  by  another.  Take  the  case  before  us ;  it  is  impos- 
sible to  disintegrate  the  value  of  that  portion  of  the  road 
within  Indiana  and  determine  how  much  of  that  value  springs 
from  its  use  in  doing  interstate  business,  and  how  much  from 
its  use  in  doing  business  wholly  within  the  State.    An  at- 


446  OCTOBEE  TERM,  1893. 

Opinion  of  the  Conrt 

tempt  to  do  so  would  be  entering  upon  a  mere  field  of  uncer- 
tainty and  speculation.  And  because  of  this  &ct  it  is 
something  which  an  assessing  board  is  not  required  to  attempt 
Take  for  illustration,  property  whose  sole  use  is  for  purposes 
of  interstate  commerce,  such  as  a  bridge  over  the  Ohio  be- 
tween the  States  of  Kentucky  and  Ohio.  From  that  springs 
its  entire  value.    Can  it  be  that  it  is  on  that  account  entirely  I 

relieved  from  the  burden  of  state  taxation  ?    Will  it  be  said  \ 

that  the  taxation  must  be  based  simply  on  the  cost,  when 
never  was  it  held  that  the  cost  of  a  tliing  is  the  test  of  its 
value  ?  Suppose  there  be  two  bridges  over  the  Ohio,  the  cost 
of  the  construction  of  each  being  the  same,  one  between  Cin- 
cinnati and  Newport,  and  another  twenty  miles  below  and 
where  there  is  nothing  but  a  small  village  on  either  shore. 
The  value  of  the  one  will,  manifestly,  be  greater  than  that  of 
the  other,  and  that  excess  of  value  will  spring  solely  from  the 
larger  use  of  the  one  than  of  the  other.  Must  an  assessing 
board  in  either  State,  assessing  that  portion  of  the  bridge 
within  the  State  for  purposes  of  taxation,  eliminate  all  of  the 
value  which  flows  from  the  use,  and  place  the  assessment  at 
only  the  sum  remaining?  It  is  a  practical  impossibility. 
Either  the  property  must  be  declared  wholly  exempt  from 
state  taxation  or  taxed  at  its  value,  irrespective  of  the  causes 
and  uses  which  have  brought  about  such  value.  And  the 
uniform  ruling  of  this  court,  a  ruling  demanded  by  the  har- 
monious relations  between  the  States  and  the  national  govern- 
ment, has  affirmed  that  the  full  discharge  of  no  duty  entrusted 
to  the  latter  restrains  the  former  from  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  equal  taxation  upon  all  private  property  within  its 
territorial  limits.  All  that  has  been  decided  is  that,  beyond 
the  taxation  of  property,  according  to  the  rule  of  ordinary 
property  taxation,  no  State  shall  attempt  to  impose  the  added 
burden  of  a  license  or  other  tax  for  the  privilege  of  using, 
constructing,  or  operating  any  bridge,  or  other  instrumentality 
of  interstate  commerce,  or  for  the  canying  on  of  such  com- 
merce. It  is  enough  for  the  State  that  it  finds  within  its 
borders  property  which  is  of  a  certain  value.  What  has 
caused  that  value  is  immaterial.    It  is  protected  by  state  laws, 
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and  the  rule  of  all  property  taxation  is  the  rule  of  value,  and 
by  that  rule  property  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  is  con- 
trolled the  same  as  property  engaged  in  commerce  within  the 
State.  Neither  is  this  an  attempt  to  do  by  indirection  what 
cannot  be  done  directly  —  that  is,  to  cast  a  burden  on  inter- 
state commerce.  It  comes  rather  within  that  large  class  of 
state  action,  like  certain  police  restraints,  which,  while  indi- 
rectly affecting,  cannot  be  considered  as  a  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce,  or  a  direct  burden  upon  its  free  exercise.  We 
answer  this  question,  therefore,  in  the  negative. 

These  are  the  only  matters  which  seem  to  distinguish  this 
case  from  the  two  preceding,  and,  therefore,  the  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana  is 

Affirmed, 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  and  Mr.  Justice  Brown  dissented  from 
the  opinion  and  judgment  in  this  case  upon  the  grounds  stated 
in  their  dissenting  opinion  in  Pittsburgh^  Cincinnati^  Chicago 
<&  St.  Louis  Hallway  Company  v.  Ba^kue^  No.  899,  ants,  421, 
437. 

Mr.  Justice  Jackson  did  not  hear  the  arguments  in  this 
case,  or  take  any  part  in  its  decision. 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  t;.  BRIMSON. 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED   STATES   FOR 
THE  NORTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  ILLINOIS. 

No.  883.    Argoed  April  16. 1894.  ~  Decided  May  26, 1894. 

The  twelfth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  authorizing  the  Cir- 
cuit Courts  of  the  United  States  to  use  their  process  in  aid  of  inquiries 
before  the  Commission  established  by  that  act,  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  Constltutioi|  of  the  United  States,  as  imposing  on  judicial  tribunals 
duties  not  judicial  In  their  nature. 

A  petition  filed  under  that  section  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
against  a  witness,  duly  summoned  to  testify  before  the  Commission,  to 
compel  him  to  testify  or  to  produce  books,  documents,  and  papers  re- 
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lating  to  the  matter  under  investigatioii  before  that  body,  makes  a  case 
or  controversy  to  which  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extends. 

As  every  citizen  is  bound  to  obey  the  law  and  to  yield  obedience  to  the 
constituted  authorities  acting  within  the  law,  the  power  conferred  upon 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  require  the  attendance  tod 
testimony  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  books,  papers,  and  dooh 
ments  relating  to  a  matter  under  investigation  by  it,  imposes  upon  any 
one  summoned  by  that  body  to  appear  and  testify  the  duty  of  appearing 
and  testifying,  and  upon  any  one  required  to  produce  such  books,  papen, 
and  documents  the  duty  of  producing  them,  if  the  testimony  sought  and 
the  books,  papers,  etc.,  called  for  relate  to  the  matter  under  investigation, 
if  such  matter  is  one  which  the  Commission  is  legally  entitled  to  ioTea- 
tlgate,  and  if  the  witness  Is  not  excused  by  the  law  on  some  personal 
ground  from  doing  what  the  Commission  requires  at  his  hands. 

Power  given  to  Congress  to  regulate  Interstate  commerce  does  not  cany 
with  it  authority  to  destroy  or  Impair  those  fundamental  guarantees  of 
personal  rights  that  are  recognized  by  the  Constitution  as  inhering  in 
the  freedom  of  the  citizen. 

It  was  open  to  each  of  the  defendants  in  this  proceeding  to  contend  before 
the  Circuit  Court  that  he  was  protected  by  the  Constitution  from  mak- 
ing answer  to  the  questions  propounded  to  him  or  that  he  was  not 
bound  to  produce  the  books,  papers,  etc.,  ordered  to  be  pro(Juced,  or  that 
neither  the  questions  propounded  nor  the  books,  papers,  etc.,  called  for 
related  to  the  particular  matter  under  Investigation,  nor  to  any  matter 
which  the  Commission  was  entitled  under  the  Constitution  or  laws  to 
Investigate.  This  issue  being  determined  In  their  favor  by  the  court 
below,  the  petition  of  the  Commission  could  have  been  dismissed  upon 
its  merits. 

Hayburn's  Case,  2  Dall.  409;  United  States  v.  Ferreira^  18  How.  40;  Todd's 
Case,  13  How.  62;  Gordon  v.  UnUed  States,  117  U.  8.  697;  In  re  Sanbon, 
148  U.  S.  222,  examined  and  distinguished. 

The  inquiry  whether  a  witness  before  the  Commission  Is  bound  to  answer 
a  particular  question  propounded  to  him,  or  to  produce  books,  papers, 
etc.,  in  his  possession  and  called  for  by  that  body.  Is  one  that  cannot  he 
committed  to  a  subordinate  administrative  or  executive  tribunal  for 
Jlnal  determination.  Such  a  body  could  not,  under  our  system  of  gov- 
ernment, and  consistently  with  due  process  of  law,  be  Invested  with 
authority  to  compel  obedience  to  its  orders  by  a  Judgment  of  floe  or 
imprisonment. 

Except  in  the  particular  Instances  enumerated  In  the  Constitution,  and  con- 
sidered In  Anderson  v.  Dunn,  6  Wheat.  204,  and  In  Kilbourn  v.  Tkompsnn^ 
103  U.  S.  168, 190,  of  the  exercise  by  either  house  of  Congress  of  itsiijfht 
to  punish  disorderly  behavior  upon  the  part  of  its  members,  and  to  compel 
the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the  production  of  papers  In  election  and 
impeachment  cases,  and  in  cases  that  may  involve  the  existence  of  those 
bodies,  the  power  to  Impose  fine  or  imprisonment  In  order  to  compd  the 
performance  of  a  legal  duty  Imposed  by  the  United  States  can  onlj  be 
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exerted,  qnder  the  law  of  the  land,  by  a  competent  judicial  tribunal  hay- 
ing jurisdiction  in  the  premises. 

A  proceeding  under  the  twelfth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  is 
not  merely  ancillary  and  advisory,  nor  is  its  object  merely  to  obtain  an 
opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court  that  would  be  without  operation  upon  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  Any  judgment  rendered  will  be  a  final  and  indis- 
putable basis  of  action  as  between  the  Commission  and  the  defendant, 
and  furnish  a  precedent  for  similar  cases.  The  judgment  is  none  the 
less  one  of  a  judicial  tribunal  dealing  with  questions  judicial  in  their 
nature  and  presented  in  the  customary  forms  of  judicial  proceedings, 
because  Its  effect  may  be  to  aid  an  administrative  or  executive  body  in 
the  performance  of  duties  legally  imposed  upon  it  by  Congress  in  execu- 
tion of  a  power  granted  by  the  Constitution. 

The  issue  made  in  such  a  case  as  this  is  not  one  for  the  determination  of 
a  jury,  nor  can  any  question  of  contempt  arise  until  the  Issue  of  law  in 
the  Circuit  Court  is  determined  adversely  to  the  defendants,  and  they 
refuse  to  obey,  not  the  order  of  the  Commission,  but  the  final  order  of 
the  court.  In  matters  of  contempt  a  jury  is  not  required  by  due  process 
of  law. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion.     See^^^,  pages  456  to  468. 

Jfr.  Solicitor  General  for  appellant.  Mr.  Attorney  Gen- 
eral and  Mr.  George  F.  Udmunds  filed  a  brief  for  same. 

Mr.  K  Parmalee  Prentice,  (with  whom  were  Mr.  J.  C. 
Hutchins  and  Mr.  G.  S.  Holt  on  the  brief,)  for  appellees. 

I.  This  investigation  was  in  its  nature  judicial,  and  author- 
ity to  make  it  could  not  lawfully  be  conferred  by  Congress 
upon  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  which  is  in  its 
nature  an  administrative  and  not  a  judicial  body. 

Whether  Congress  could  create  a  judicial  body  charged  with 
any  or  all  of  the  duties  that  pertain  to  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  need  not  be  considered.  Those  Com- 
missioners are  appointed  for  a  term  of  years,  and  not  during 
good  behavior,  as  the  Constitution  requires  for  Federal  judges. 
This  question  received  most  thorough  and  careful  examination 
by  Mr.  Justice  Jackson  in  Kentxicky  Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville  cfe 
Nashville  Bailroad,  37  Fed.  Rep.  567,  612,  et  seq. 

The  inquiry  which  the  Commission  was  pursuing  was 
judicial.    We  asseirt  with  entire  confidence,  that  it  is  not  one 

VOL.  CUV — 29 
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of  the  constitutional  means  included  in  the  power  to  reguLite 
interstate  commerce,  to  delegate  to  a  non-judicial  body  the 
duty  of  inquiring  whether  such  commerce  "is  carried  on 
according  to  the  requirements  of  law."  The  proposition  thus 
laid  down  by  counsel  is  that  Congress  may  authorize  compul- 
sory inquiry  by  a  non- judicial  body  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
covering and  punishing  past  violations  of  law.  A  more 
startling  proposition  has  seldom  been  asserted  in  this  court 
These  violations  are,  if  anything,  crimes,  punishable  by  heavy 
penalties  of  fine  and  imprisonment,  and  the  investigation  of 
the  question  whether  crime  has  been  committed  is  not  an 
administrative  act  within  any  possible  construction  of  the 
language.  Such  an  inquiry  is  a  function  of  the  courts,  witli 
their  historic  appropriate  machinery  of  the  grand  jurj'. 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  (5th  ed.)  109,  110.  See  also  Common- 
weaUh  v.  Jon-e8j  10  Bush,  726,  where  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Kentucky  held  that  the  legislature  even  of  a  State,  could*  not 
empower  election  boards  to  decide  whether  a  citizen  by  duel- 
ing has  forfeited  his  right  to  vote  or  hold  office,  since  that 
determination  involves  a  judicial  question.  Authorities  might 
be  multiplied  on  this  point,  but  we  do  not  think  it  necessary. 

That  the  inquiry  in  this  case  is  judicial  and  only  judicial, 
it  seems  impossible  to  doubt.  We  are  at  a  loss  to  know  how 
counsel  expects  to  make  it  appear  otherwise.  Tried  by  any 
test  with  which  we  are  familiar,  the  result  is  the  sama  The 
fitnguage  of  the  order  entered  by  the  Commission,  and  of  the 
"  informal  complaints  'i  on  which  that  order  was  based,  is 
susceptible  of  no  other  construction.  The  wrong  complained 
of  was  that  the  Illinois  Steel  Company,  by  means  of  the 
"  switching  roads  "  as  the  device,  was  violating  the  provisions 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  by  obtaining  unjust  pref- 
erences over  other  shippers.  The  law  makes  one  and  only 
one  provision  in  such  a  case,  viz.,  the  punishment  of  the  pe^ 
sons  responsible  for  such  violation. 

It  is  obvious  that  no  special  sanctity  attaches  to  the  namer 
the  number,  or  the  personality  of  the  body  in  which  this 
power  is  attempted  to  be  lodged.  If  Congress  may  authori» 
such  inquiry  by  a  commission  of  five  distinguished  fitixens 
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appointed  for  a  term  of  years,  it  may,  under  the  same  con- 
stitutional warrant,  confer  like  power  on  a  single  individual 
for  the  entire  country,  or  on  a  different  individual  for  each 
State  or  county  or  railroad,  or  may  attach  it  as  a  duty  to  an 
existing  office,  such  as  that  of  postmaster  or  United  States 
marshal.  It  may  thus  constitute  an  indefinite  number  of 
irresponsible  citizens  into  detectives,  armed  with  inquisitorial 
authority  and  a  roving  commission.  For  the  safety  and  liberty 
of  the  citizen,  Congress  ought  not  to  have  any  such  power. 
It  is  gratifying  to  discover  that  wherever  the  question  has 
been  presented,  the  courts  have  decided  that  it  has  no  such 
power. 

A  clearer  or  more  emphatic  statement  could  hardly  be  made, 
than  has  been  made  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
itself  on  this  precise  point.  We  should  almost  be  willing  to 
submit  this  branch  of  the  case  upon  its  annual  report  of  the 
Commission  for  1893. 

Turning  from  principle  to  authority,  we  find  discussion 
practically  foreclosed  by  the  vigorous  and  decisive  opinion  of 
Mr.  Justice  Field  in  In  re  JPacifio  Rail/road  Coinmission^  32  Fed. 
Rep.  241.  The  act  creating  that  commission  conferred  power 
in  terms  as  broad  aBd  as  plausible  as  those  of  section  12  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act,  directing  an  inquiry  into  the  man* 
agement  of  certain  railroad  companies  and  into  the  relations 
of  the  directors,  officers,  and  employes  of  said  companies  with 
other  concerns  having  contracts  with  the  companies  under 
investigation,  and  also  whether  the  companies,  or  their  officers 
or  agents,  had  paid  money  or  done  anything  else  for  the  pur- 
pose of  influencing  legislation.  These  powers,  like  the  powers 
attempted  to  be  conferred  on  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission, contained  two  elements.  Some  of  them  were  purely 
and  offensively  inquisitorial,  searching  into  business  which 
was  wholly  private.  For  the  rest,  the  information  sought 
could  only  be  material  as  a  foundation  for  subsequent  judicial 
{i.e,  criminal)  proceedings.  In  the  first  part  of  his  opinion 
Mr.  Justice  Field,  with  great  power  and  unanswerable  logic, 
demonstrates  that  this  is  a  judicial  inquiry ;  that  the  Com- 
mission is  in  no  respect  a  judicial  body,  and  that  under  our 
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system  of  govemment  such  a  body  cannot  conduct  sach  an 
inquiry.  He  cites  the  decision  of  this  court  by  Mr.  Justice 
Miller  in  Kilhoum  v.  Thompson^  103  U.  S.  168,  and  the  case 
of  Boyd  V.  The  United  States,  116  U.  S.  616,  which  equally 
with  the  Kilboum  case  in  his  language,  is  ^^  a  bulwark  against 
the  invasion  of  the  right  of  the  citizen  to  protection  in  his 
private  affairs,"  adds,  "the  courts  are  open  to  the  United 
States  as  they  are  to  the  private  citizen,  and  both  can  there 
secure  by  regular  proceeding,  ample  protection  of  all  rights 
and  interests  which  are  entitled  to  protection  under  a  govem- 
ment of  a  written  constitution  and  laws." 

II.  Even  if  Congress  could  empower  the  Commission  to 
make  this  investigation,  still  it  could  not  empower  the  coart 
to  grant  the  order  applied  for ;  because,  whether  the  char- 
acter of  the  inquiry  is  judicial  or  non-judicial,  the  question 
does  not  here  arise  in  a  case  or  controversy  as  required  by 
the  Constitution. 

If  this  investigation  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion is  other  than  judicial  in  its  character,  then  by  the  very 
terms  of  its  organization  a  judicial  tribunal  has  no  power 
over  it.  But  that  it  is  a  judicial  inquiry  we  have  suflRciently 
shown  by  argument  and  authority.  It  remains  to  show  that, 
as  here  presented,  it  is  such  an  inquiry  as  does  not  fall  within 
the  constitutional  province  of  this  court. 

The  Federal  Constitution  provides  that:  "The  judicial 
power  shall  extend  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity  arising 
under  the  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and 
treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made  under  their  authority, 
.  .  .  to  controversies  to  which  the  United  States  shall  be 
a  party,    .    .    .    etc." 

The  two  clauses  cited  are  the  only  ones  under  which,  by 
any  possible  construction,  the  present  application  could  fall. 
No  power  is  granted  except  under  the  two  categories  of 
"  cases  "  and  "  controversies."  It  was  early  decided,  and  has 
never  been  seriously  questioned,  that  these  words  not  only 
express,  but  limit  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States, 
and  that  only  "  cases  "  and  "  controversies  "  can  find  an  en- 
trance into  the  Federal  courts.    What  these  words  mean,  and 
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how  strictly  they  define  the  power  of  the  Federal  judiciary 
may  be  seen  from  a  few  citations.  Justice  Field,  in  the  case 
above  cited,  says : 

"The  term  'controversies,'  if  distinguishable  at  all  from 
'  cases,'  is  in  that  it  is  less  comprehensive  than  the  latter,  and 
includes  only  suits  of  a  civil  nature."  Citing  Chisholm  v. 
Georgia,  2  Dall.  432. 

What,  then,  are  "  cases  "  t  Judge  Story  answers  as  follows : 
"  Another  inquiry  may  be,  what  constitutes  a  case  within  the 
meaning  of  this  clause  ?  It  is  clear  that  the  judicial  depart- 
ment is  authorized  to  exercise  jurisdiction  to  the  full  extent 
of  the  Constitution,  laws,  and  treaties  of  the  United  States, 
whenever  any  question  respecting  them  shall  assUme  such  a 
form  that  the  judicial  power  is  capable  of  acting  upon  it. 
When  it  has  assumed  such  a  form,  it  then  becomes  a  case ; 
and  then,  and  not  till  then,  the  judicial  power  attaches  to  it. 
A  case,  then,  in  the  sense  of  this  clause  of  the  Constitution, 
arises  when  some  subject  touching  the  Constitution,  laws,  or 
treaties  of  the  United  States  is  submitted  to  the  courts  by 
a  party  who  asserts  his  rights  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law. 
In  other  words,  a  case  is  a  suit  in  law  or  equity,  instituted 
according  to  the  regular  course  of  judicial  proceedings ;  and 
when  it  involves  any  question  arising  under  the  Constitution, 
laws,  or  treaties  of  the  United  States,  it  is  within  the  judicial 
power  confided  to  the  Union."    Story  Const.  §  1646. 

In  Oahom  v.  Bomh  of  the  United  States,  9  Wheat.  788,  819, 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  says :  '^  This  clause  enables  the  judicial 
department  to  receive  jurisdiction  to  the  full  extent  of  the 
Constitution,  laws,  and  treaties  of  the  United  States,  when  any 
question  respecting  them  shall  assume  such  a  form  that  the 
judicial  power  is  capable  of  acting  upon  it.  That  power  is 
capable  of  acting  only  when  the  subject  is  submitted  to  it  by 
a  party  who  asserts  his  rights  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law. 
It  then  becomes  a  case." 

So,  also,  this  court,  by  Mr.  Justice  Field,  has  compactly 
defi.ned  ^^  cases  and  controversies  "  in  the  following  language : 
^^By  those  terms  are  intended  the  claims  or  contentions  of 
litigants,  brought  before  the  courts  for  adjudication  by  regular 
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proceedings  established  for  the  protection  or  enforcement  of 
rights,  or  the  prevention,  redress,  or  punishment  of  wrongs.^ 
'  Smith  V.  Adam8y  130  U.  S.  167,  173. 

The  courts  have  uniformly  and  repeatedly  refused  to  recog- 
nize as  '^cases''  or  ^^controversies"  questions  arising  at  a 
preliminary  stage  before  the  judicial  power  is  called  into  exer- 
cise, or  subject  to  revision  by  another  department  after  the 
courts  have  done  with  them.  Under  the  first  head  falls 
United  States  v.  Eitohie^  17  How.  625.  The  language  of  the 
act  creating  the  California  Land  Claims  Commission  seems 
to  be  framed  with  a  studious  purpose  of  making  the  Commis- 
sion an  adjunct  of  the  court,  and  provides  eo  nomine  an 
^^ appeal"  from  its  decision.  This  court  decided  that  the 
Commission  could  only  be  supported  at  all  by  treating  it  as  a" 
purely  administrative  body,  and  that  the  so-called  "appeal" 
was,  in  legal  effect,  the  institution  of  a  new  suit^  the  judicial 
power  being  then  for  the  first  time  invoked. 

In  FeTTeiTcHe  Gase^  13  How.  40, 45,  the  proceeding  was  held 
not  to  be  a  constitutional  "  case,"  because  there  was  a  similar 
discretion  lodged  in  the  Secretary  of  State  after  the  ooort 
should  have  rendered  its  decision  upon  the  validity  of  any 
given  claim. 

The  precise  objection  here  urged  was  recognized  by  Mr. 
Justice  Gray,  now  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  speak- 
ing as  Chief  Justice  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts, 
in  the  case  of  Supervisor  a  of  Elections^  114  Mass.  247.  The 
Massachusetts  constitution  defined  and  limited  very  strictly 
the  division  of  powers  between  the  legislative,  executive,  and 
judicial  departments.  It  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  that 
an  act  of  the  legislature,  requiring  the  court  on  petition  to 
appoint  supervisors  of  elections,  was  unconstitutional,  as  im* 
posing  non-judicial  duties  upon  the  court.  Judge  Oray  sajs: 
"  These  supervisors,  although  entrusted  with  a  certain  difiCP&- 
tion  in  the  performance  of  their  duties,  are  strictly  executive 
officers.  They  make  no  report  or  return  to  the  court  or 
any  judge  thereof.  Their  duties  relate  to  no  judicial  suit 
or  proceeding.  .  .  .  We  are  unanimously  of  the  opinion 
that  the  power  of  appointing  such  officers  cannot  be  con- 
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ferred  upon  the  justices  of  this  court  without  violating  the 
constitution  of  the  Commonwealth.  We  cannot  exercise  this 
power  as  judges,  because  it  is  not  a  judicial  function,  nor  as 
commissioners,  because  the  constitution  does  not  allow  us  to 
hold  any  such  office." 

This  decision  is  not  weakened  in  any  way  by  the  acts  of 
Congi'ess  authorizing  the  Federal  Judges  to  appoint  super- 
visors of  election.  The  grounds  of  distinction  pointed  out  by 
Judge  Gray  are  unnecessary  to  be  considered,  since  the  Federal 
Constitution,  article  2,  section  2,  clause  2,  expressly  authorizes 
Congress  to  ^^  vest  the  appointment  of  such  inferior  officers  as 
they  shall  think  proper,  in  the  President  alone,  in  the  courts  of 
law,  or  in  the  heads  of  departments."  It  is  held  by  this  court, 
in  Ex  parte  Siebold,  100  U.  S.  371,  that  the  appointment  of 
Federal  supervisors  by  the  courts  is  warranted  by  this  clause 
of  the  Constitution.  The  reasoning  of  Judge  Gray  in  the 
Massachusetts  case  is  strictly  applicable  here. 

We  come  back  finally  to  the  proposition,  which  counsel 
does  not  state  in  terms,  but  which  is  involved  in  all  of  his 
argument,  that  any  petition  to  a  court,  however  non-judicial 
in  form,  asserting  a  right,  however  non-judicial  in  character, 
on  one  side,  and  an  answer  denying  the  right  on  the  other, 
constitute  a  case  or  controversy,  even  though,  as  here,  the 
denial  is  based  upon  the  ground  that  there  is  no  case  or  con- 
troversy. But  if  every  unfounded  assertion  of  a  right,  in  a 
non-judicial  form,  could  make  a  ^^  case,"  the  whole  constitu- 
tional limitation  would  be  meaningless  and  void.  This  will 
readily  appear  if  we  leave  out  of  sight  for  a  moment  the  con- 
gressional authority  on  which  the  asserted  right  is  here  sup- 
posed to  be  based,  and  test  the  question  as  between  private 
parties.  A  duty  imposed  by  Congress  has  no  higher  sanctity 
than  the  obligations  of  a  private  contract.  Suppose,  then, 
that  some  years  ago  a  private  individual  had  filed  a  petition, 
setting  up  that  by  contract  a  senator  of  the  United  States, 
upon  good  consideration,  had  agreed  to  make  known  to  the 
petitioner  the  reasons  which  influenced  the  senator  to  support 
the  Compromise  of  1850,  which  agreement  the  senator  was 
now  refusing  to  perform,  and  praying  that  performance  be 
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ordered  by  summary  process,  subject  to  the  pains  and  penal- 
ties of  contempt;  and  that  the  senator,  being  served  with 
process  or  notice,  had  come  into  court  and  denied  that  the 
subject-matter  of  the  application  was  a  case  or  cont^roversy 
within  the  Constitution.  The  situation  would  be  in  legal 
effect  precisely  what  is  said  to  exist  in  the  case  at  bar— the 
right  of  petitioner  to  have  the  information  asserted  on  the 
one  side  and  denied  on  the  other. 

Does  this  make  a  case  of  judicial  cognizance!  Obviously 
not,  for  the  reason  that  the  court,  looking  into  the  sabject- 
matter  of  the  application,  discovers  that  it  is  of  a  non-judicial 
character.  But  the  right  of  the  court  to  examine  into  the 
nature  of  the  subject-matter  is  fatal  to  the  argument  in  qnesr 
tion.  If  a  right,  asserted  on  the  one  side  and  denied  on  the 
other,  is  judicial  or  otherwise  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
right,  then  it  is  idle  to  argue  that  the  assertion  and  denial 
alone  make  a  constitutional  ^'  case." 

That  the  court  will  look  at  the  nature  of  the  right,  and  not 
merely  at  the  form  in  which  it  is  asserted,  to  determine 
whether  there  is  or  is  not  a  '^  case  "  for  judicial  consideration, 
is  abundantly  settled  by  authority.  See  Murray*8  Lessee  v. 
Hohoken  Land  Co,^  18  How.  282 ;  Ferreira's  Case,  13  How. 
45;  ScoU  V.  ]!f^eelei/,  140  U.  S.  106;  Puierhaugh  v.  Smith,  131 
Illinois,  199 ;  Kilhoum  v.  Thompson,  103  U.  S.  168 ;  La^ngenr 
berry  v.  Decker,  (Indiana,)  31  N.  E.  Rep.  190. 

Mb.  Justice  Hablan  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  appeal  brings  up  for  review  a  judgment  rendered 
December  7,  1892,  dismissing  a  petition  filed  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  on  the  15th  day  of  July,  1892,  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress entitled  "  An  act  to  regulate  commerce,"  approved  Feb- 
ruary 4,  1887,  and  amended  by  the  acts  of  March  2,  1889, 
and  February  10,  1891.  24  Stat.  379,  o.  104;  25  Stat  855, 
c.  382  ;  26  Stat.  743,  c.  128 ;  1  Supp.  Rev.  Stat.  529,  684,  891.  . 

The  petition  was  based  on  the  twelfth  section  of  the  act 
authorizing  the  Commission  to  invoke  the  aid  of  any  court  of 
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the  United  States  in  requiring  the  attendance  and  testimony 
of  witnesses,  and  the  production  of  documents,  books,  and 
papers. 

The  Circuit  Court  held  that  section  to  be  unconstitutional 
and  void,  as  imposing  on  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  United 
States  duties  that  were  not  judicial  in  their  nature.  In  the 
judgment  of  that  court,  this  proceeding  was  not  a  case  to 
which  the  judicial  power  of  the  IJnited  States  extended.  53 
Fed.  Rep.  476,  480. 

The  provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  have  no  ap- 
plication to  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  or 
to  the  receiving,  delivering,  storing,  or  handling  of  property, 
wholly  within  one  State  and  not  shipped  to  a  foreign  country 
from  any  State  or  Territory,  or  from  a  foreign  country  to  any 
State  or  Territory.  But  they  are  declared  to  be  applicable  to 
carriers  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  prop- 
erty wholly  by  railroad,  or  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by 
water  when  both  are  used,  under  a  common  control,  manage- 
m(3nt,  or  arrangement,  for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment 
from  one  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States,  or  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  to  any  other  State  or  Territory  of  the 
United  States,  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  from  any  place 
in  the  United  States  to  an  adjacent  foreign  country,  or  from 
any  place  in  the  United  States  through  a  foreign  country  to 
any  other  place  in  the  United  States,  and  also  to  the  trans- 
portation in  like  manner  of  property  shipped  from  any  place 
in  the  United  States  to  a  foreign  country  and  carried  from 
such  place  to  a  port  of  transshipment,  or  shipped  from  a  for- 
eign country  to  any  place  in  the  United  States  and  carried  to 
such  place  from  a  port  of  entry  either  in  the  United  States  or 
an  adjacent  foreign  country. 

The  term  "  railroad  "  as  used  in  the  act  includes  all  bridges 
and  ferries  used  or  Operated  in  connection  with  any  railroad, 
and  also  all  the  road  in  use  by  any  corporation  operating  a 
railroad,  whether  owned  or  operated  under  a  contract,  agree- 
ment, or  lease;  and  the  term  ^transportation"  includes  all 
instrumentalities  of  shipment  or  carriage. 

All  charges  made  for  services  rendered  or  to  be  rendered  in 
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the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  as  above  stated, 
or  in  connection  therewith,  or  for  the  receiving,  delivering, 
storing,  or  handling  of  such  property,  are  required  to  be 
reasonable  and  just;  and  every  unjust  and  unreasonable 
charge  for  such  service  is  prohibited  and  declared  to  be  un- 
lawful.   §  1. 

Any  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  directly 
or  indirectly,  by  special  rate,  rebate,  drawback,  or  other 
device,  charging,  demanding,  collecting,  or  receiving  from 
any  person  or  persons  a  greater  or  less  compensation  for 
services  rendered  or  to  be  rendered  in  the  transportation  of 
passengers  or  property,  than  it  charges,  demands,  ooUects,  or 
receives  for  doing  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  in  the 
transportation  of  a  like  kind  of  traffic  under  substantially 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  is  to  be  deemed  gailty 
of  unjust  discrimination,  which  the  act  expressly  declares  to 
be  unlawful.    §  2. 

So  it  is  made  unlawful  for  any  such  carrier  to  make  or  give 
any  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  any 
particular  person,  company,  firm,  corporation,  or  locality,  or 
to  any  particular  description  of  traffic,  or  to  subject  any  par- 
ticular person,  company,  firm,  corporation,  or  lo(^ty,  or  any 
particular  kind  of  traffic,  to  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice 
or  disadvantage  in  any  respect.  And  carriers  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act  are  required  to  afford,  according  to  their 
respective  powers,  all  reasonable,  proper,  and  equal  facilities 
for  the  interchange  of  traffic  between  their  respective  lines, 
and  for  the  receiving,  forwarding,  and  delivering  of  passen- 
gers and  property  to  and  from  their  several  lines  and  those 
connecting  therewith,  and  not  to  discriminate  in  their  rates 
and  charges  between  such  connecting  lines ;  but  this  regula- 
tion does  not  require  a  carrier  to  give  the  use  of  its  tracks 
or  terminal  facilities  to  another  carrier  engaged  in  like  busi- 
ness.   §  3. 

It  is  made  unlawful  for  any  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  act  to  charge  or  receive  any  greater  compensation  in 
the  aggregate  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  of  like  kind 
of  property  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  oon- 
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ditions,  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same 
line,  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included  within 
the  longer  distance ;  bat  this  does  not  authorize  the  charging 
and  receiving  as  great  compensation  for  a  short  as  for  a  longer 
distance.  Upon  application  to  the  Commission,  the  carrier 
may  in  special  cases  after  investigation  by  that  body,  be 
authorized  to  charge  less  for  longer  than  for  short  distances 
for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property;  and  the 
Commission  may  from  time  to  time  prescribe  the  extent  to 
which  the  carrier  may  be  relieved  from  the  operation  of  this 
section.    §  4. 

It  is  also  made  unlawful  for  any  carrier  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  to  enter  into  any  contract,  agreement,  or 
combination  with  any  other  carrier  or  carriers  for  the  pooling 
of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads,  or  to  divide 
beti^een  them  the  aggregate  or  net  proceeds  of  the  earnings 
of  such  railroads,  or  any  portion  thereof ;  and  in  any  case  of 
an  agreement  for  the  pooling  of  freights  as  aforesaid  each 
day  of  its  continuance  is  deemed  a  separate  offence.    §  5. 

Another  section  of  the  act  provides  for  the  printing  and 
posting  by  carriers  of  their  rates,  fares,  and  charges  for  the 
transportation  of  passengers  and  property,  including  terminal 
charges,  classifications  of  freight,  and  any  rules  or  regulations 
affecting  such  rates,  fares,  and  charges,  including  the  rates 
established  and  charged  for  freight  received  in  this  country 
to  be  carried  through  a  foreign  country  to  any  place  in  the 
United  States ;  forbids  any  advance  or  reduction  in  such  rates, 
fares,  and  charges,  so  established  and  published,  except  upon 
public  notice,  of  which  changes  the  Commission  shall  be  noti- 
fied ;  requires  every  carrier  to  file  with  the  Commission  copies 
of  all  contracts,  agreements,  or  arrangements  with  other 
carriers  relating  to  any  traffic  affected  by  the  provisions  of 
the  act,  as  well  as  copies  of  schedules  of  joint  tariffs  of  rates, 
fares,  or  charges  for  passengers  and  property  over  continuous 
lines  or  routes  operated  by  more  than  one  carrier ;  declares  it 
to  be  unlawful  for  any  carrier,  party  to  any  joint  tariff,  to 
charge,  demand,  collect,  or  receive  from  any  person  or  per- 
sons a  greater  or  less  compensation  for  the  transportation  of 
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persons  or  property,  or  for  any  services  in  connection  there- 
with between  any  points  as  to  which  a  joint  rate,  fare,  or 
charge  is  named  thereon  than  is  specified  in  the  schedale 
filed  with  the  Commission  in  force  at  the  time ;  anthorizes  in 
addition  to  the  penalties  prescribed  for  neglect  or  refusal  to 
file  or  publish  rates,  fares,  and  charges,  a  writ  of  mandamus 
to  be  issued  by  any  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the 
judicial  district  wherein  the  principal  office  of  the  carrier  is 
situated,  or  wherein  such  offence  may  be  committed,  and  if 
such  carrier  be  a  foreign  corporation,  in  the  judicial  circnit 
wherein  it  accepts  traffic,  and  has  an  agent  to  perform  such 
service,  to  compel  compliance  with  the  above  provisions  of 
the  section  relating  to  schedules  of  rates,  fares,  and  charges 
—  such  writ  to  issue  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  at  the  relation  of  the  commissioners  appointed  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  the  failure  to  comply  with  its 
requirements  being  punishable  as  and  for  a  contempt;  and 
empowers  the  commissioners,  as  complainants,  to  apply,  in 
any  such  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  a  writ  of 
injunction  against  the  carrier,  to  restrain  it  from  receiving  or 
transporting  property  among  the  several  States  and  Terri- 
tories of  the  United  States,  or  between  the  United  States  and 
adjacent  foreign  countries,  or  between  ports  of  transshipment 
and  of  entry  and  the  several  States  and  Territories  of  the 
United  States,  as  mentioned  in  the  first  section  of  the  act, 
until  the  carrier  shall  have  complied  with  the  provisions  last 
referred  to.    §  6. 

So  a  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  is 
forbidden  to  enter  into  any  combination,  contract,  or  agree- 
ment, expressed  or  implied,  to  prevent  by  change  of  time 
schedule,  carriage  in  (Afferent  cars,  or  by  other  means  or 
devices,  the  carriage  of  freights  from  being  continuous  from 
the  place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination;  and  no 
break  of  bulk,  stoppage,  or  interruption  made  by  such  com- 
mon carrier  shall  prevent  the  carriage  of  freights  from  being, 
and  being  treated,  as  one  continuous  carriage  from  the  place  . 
of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination,  unless  such  break, 
stoppage,  or  interruption  was  made  in  good  faith  for  some 
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necessary  parpose,  and  without  any  intent  to  avoid  or  nnnec- 
essarily  interrupt  such  continuous  carriage  or  to  evade  any  of 
the  provisions  of  the  act.    §  7. 

By  the  eleventh  section  a  commission  is  created  and  estab- 
lished, to  be  known  as,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
and  to  be  composed  of  five  commissioners,  appointed  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate.    §  11. 

Other  sections  give  a  right  of  action  to  the  persons  injured 
by  the  acts  of  carriers  done  in  violation  of  the  statute ;  pre- 
scribe penalties  against  carriers  for  illegal  exactions  and  dis- 
criminations ;  and  indicate  how  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
may  be  enforced  against  carriers  by  the  Commission. 

The  twelfth  section,  20  Stat.  743,  c.  128,  the  validity  of  certain 
parts  of  which  is  involved  in  this  proceeding,  provides  as  follows : 
^'  That  the  Commission  hereby  created  shall  have  authority  to 
inquire  into  the  management  of  the  business  of  all  common 
carriers  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  shall  keep 
itself  informed  as  to  the  manner  and  method  in  which  the 
same  is  conducted,  and  shall  have  the  right  to  obtain  from 
such  common  carriers  full  and  complete  information  necessary 
to  enable  the  Commission  to  perform  the  duties  and  carry 
out  the  objects  for  which  it  was  created  ;  and  the  Commission 
is  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  execute  and  enforce  the 
provisions  of  this  act ;  and,  upon  the  request  of  the  Commission, 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  any  district  attorney  of  the  United 
States  to  whom  the  Commission  may  apply  to  institute  in  the 
proper  court  and  to  prosecute  under  the  direction  of  the  At- 
torney General  of  the  United  States  all  necessary  proceedings 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  and  for  the 
punishment  of  all  violations  thereof,  and  the  costs  and  ex- 
penses of  such  prosecution  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  appro- 
priation for  the  expehses  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States ; 
and  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  the  Commission  shall  have 
power  to  require,  by  subpoena,  the  attendance  and  testimony  of 
witnesses  and  the  production  of  all  books,  papers,  tariffs,  con- 
tracts, agreements,  and  documents  relating  to  any  matter  under 
investigation. 
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'^  Such  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  prodaction  of  snch 
documentary  evidence,  may  be  required  from  any  place  in  the 
United  States,  at  any  designated  place  of  hearing.  And  in 
case  of  disobedience  to  a  subpoena  the  Commission,  or  any 
party  to  a  proceeding  before  the  Commission,  may  invoke  the 
aid  of  any  court  of  the  United  States  in  requiring  the  attend- 
ance and  testimony  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  books, 
papers,  and  documents  under  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

"  And  any  of  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  which  such  inquiry  is  carried  on  may,  in 
case  of  contumacy  or  refusal  to  obey  a  subpoena  issued  to  any 
common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  or  other 
person,  issue  an  order  requiring  such  common  carrier  or  other 
person  to  appear  before  said  Commission  (and  produce  books 
and  papers  if  so  ordered)  and  give  evidence  touching  the 
matter  in  question ;  and  any  failure  to  obey  such  order  of  the 
court  may  be  punished  by  such  court  as  a  contempt  thereof. 
The  claim  that  any  such  testimony  or  evidence  may  tend  to 
criminate  the  person  giving  such  evidence  shall  not  excuse 
such  witness  from  testifying ;  but  such  evidence  or  testimony 
shall  not  be  used  against  such  person  on  the  trial  of  ainy  crim- 
inal proceeding. 

'^  The  testimony  of  any  witness  may  be  taken,  at  the  instance 
of  a  party,  in  any  proceeding  or  investigation  depending  before 
the  Commission,  by  deposition,  at  any  time  after  a  cause  or 
proceeding  is  at  issue  on  petition  and  answer.  The  Commission 
may  also  order  testimony  to  be  taken  by  deposition  in  any 
proceeding  or  investigation  pending  before  it,  at  any  stage  of 
such  proceeding  or  investigation.  Such  depositions  may  be 
taken  before  any  judge  of  any  court  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  commissioner  of  a  circuit,  or  any  clerk  of  a  District  or  Cir- 
cuit Court,  or  any  chancellor,  justice,  or  judge  of  a  Supreme 
or  Superior  Court,  mayor  or  chief  magistrate  of  a  city,  jadge 
of  a  county  court,  or  court  of  common  pleas  of  any  of  the 
United  States,  or  any  notary  public,  not  being  of  coansel  or 
attorney  to  either  of  the  parties,  nor  interested  in  the  event  of 
the  proceeding  or  investigation.  Keasonable  notice  most  first 
be  given  in  writing  by  the  party  or  his  attorney  proposing  to 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMM.   v,  BRIMSOX.      463 
Opinion  of  the  Coort 

take  such  deposition  to  the  opposite  party  op  his  attorney  of 
record,  as  either  may  be  nearest,  which  notice  shall  state  the 
name  of  the  witness  and  the  time  and  place  of  the  taking  of 
his  deposition.  Any  person  may  be  compelled  to  appear  and 
depose,  and  to  produce  documentary  evidence,  in  the  same 
manner  as  witnesses  may  be  compelled  to  appear  and  testify 
and  produce  documentary  evidence  before  the  Commission  as 
hereinbefore  provided.  • 

"Every  person  deposing  as  herein  provided  shall  be  cau- 
tioned and  sworn  (or  affirm,  if  he  so  request)  to  testify  the 
whole  truth,  and  shall  be  carefully  examined.  His  testimony 
shall  be  reduced  to  writing  by  the  magistrate  taking  the  depo- 
sition, or  under  his  direction,  and  shall,  after  it  has  been  re- 
duced to  writing,  be  subscribed  by  the  deponent. 

"  If  a  witness  whose  testimony  may  be  desired  to  be  taken 
by  deposition  be  in  a  foreign  country,  the  deposition  may  be 
taken  before  an  officer  or  person  designated  by  the  Commis- 
sion, or  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  by  stipulation  in  writ- 
ing to  be  filed  with  Commission.  All  depositions  must  be 
promptly  filed  with  the  Commission. 

"Witnesses  whose  depositions  are  taken  pursuant  to  this 
act,  and  the  magistrate  or  other  officer  taking  the  same,  shall 
severally  be  entitled  to  the  same  fees  as  are  paid  for  like  ser- 
vices in  the  courts  of  the  United  States."    §  12. 

The  nature  of  the  present  proceeding,  instituted  pursuant  to 
the  authority  conferred  by  that  section,  will  appear  from  the 
following  summary  of  the  pleadings  and  orders  in  the  cause  : 

Prior  to  the  14th  of  June,  1892,  informal  complaint  was 
made  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  that  the  Illinois 
Steel  Company,  a  corporation  of  Illinois,  had  caused  to  be 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  that  State  the  Calumet  and 
Blue  Island  Kailroad  Company,  the  Chicago  and  Southeastern 
Railway  Company  of  Illinois,  the  Joliet  and  Blue  Island  Rail- 
way Company,  and  the  Chicago  and  Kenosha  Railway  Com- 
pany, for  the  purpose  of  operating  its  switches  and  side  tracks 
at  South  Chicago,  Chicago,  and  Joliet,  respectively,  and  en- 
gaging in  traffic  by  a  continuous  shipment  from  cities  and 
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places  without  to  cities  and  places  within  Illinois,  in  connec- 
tion, respectively,  with  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad 
Company,  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Southwestern  Railroad 
Company,  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company,  the  Lake 
Shore  and  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company,  the  Chicago, 
Rock  Island  and  Pacific  Railway  Company,  the  Pittsbui^h, 
Fort  Wayne  and  Chicago  Railway  Company,  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Companj%  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  the 
Belt  Railway  Company,  the  Chicago  and  Alton  Railroad 
Company,  the  Chicago  Railway  Transfer  Company,  the  Atch- 
ison, Topeka  and  Santa  r6  Railway  Company,  the  Elgin, 
Joliet  and  Eastern  Railway  Company,  the  Chicago  and  North- 
western Railway  Company,  and  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and 
St.  Paul  Railway  Company ;  that  it  had  also  caused  to  be 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin,  for  the  purpose  of 
operating  its  switches  and  side  tracks  at  or  near  Milwaukee, 
in  that  State,  and  engaging  in  traffic  or  traffic  by  a  contin- 
uous shipment  from  places  and  cities  without  to  cities  and 
places  within  Wisconsin,  in  connection  with  the  Chicago, 
Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  and  the  Chicago 
and  Northwestern  Railway  Company ;  and  that  said  Illinois 
Steel  Company  owned  and  controlled  the  above-named  com- 
panies, which  it  caused  to  be  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
Illinois,  and  operated  them  in  connection  with  the  other  com- 
panies named,  ^^as  a  device  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
provisions  of  the  act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  obtaining 
special,  illegal,  unjust,  and  unreasonable  rates  for  the  trans- 
portation of  interstate  traffic,"  and,  by  the  connivance  and 
consent  of  said  other  connecting  railroad  companies,  in  snch 
a  manner  as  to  give  to  the  Illinois  Steel  Company  an  illegal, 
undue,  and  unreasonable  preference  and  advantage,  subjecting 
other  persons,  finns,  and  companies  to  undue  and  unreasona- 
ble prejudice  and  discrimination  in  the  transportation  of  prop- 
erty from  divers  cities  and  places  without  the  States  of  Illinois 
and  Wisconsin  to  divers  cities  and  towns  within  those  States. 
It  was  made  to  appear  to  the  Commission  that  the  compa- 
nies so  owned,  controlled,  and  operated  by  the  Illinois  Steel 
Company  for  more  than  the  six  months  then  last  past  had 
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been  and  were  still  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  property 
by  railroad  in  connection  with  the  other  companies  named 
"  under  a  common  control,  management,  and  arrangement  for 
a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment"  from  divers  cities  and 
towns  without  to  divers  cities  and  towns  within  the  States  of 
Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  and  that  none  of  the  companies,  so 
owned,  controlled,  and  operated,  had  filed  with  the  Commis- 
sion copies  of  their  contracts,  agreements,  and  common 
arrangements  with  the  other  companies,  nor  their  tariflFs  nor 
schedules  of  rates,  fares,  and  charges  as  required  by  the  act  of 
Congress. 

The  Comnjission,  of  its  own  motion,  decided  to  investigate 
the  matters  set  forth  in  said  informal  complaint  by  inquiring 
into  the  business  of  all  of  said  railroad  companies  and  'the 
management  thereof  with  reference  as  well  to  the  alleged 
making  of  illegal,  unjust,  and  unreasonable  rates,  as  to  the 
alleged  unjust  and  illegal  discrimination  in  favor  of  the  Illi- 
nois Steel  Company,  and  the  failure,  as  above  stated,  to  file  with 
the  Commission  the  above  contracts,  agreements,  and  tariffs. 

An  order  was  thereupon  made  by  the  Commission,  which 
recited  the  facts  of  the  informal  complaint  made  to  it,  and 
required  each  of  the  above-mentioned  companies  to  make  and 
file  in  its  office  in  Washington,  a  full,  complete,  perfect, 
and  specific  verified  answer,  setting  forth  all  the  facts  in  regard 
to  the  matters  complained  of  and  responding  to  the  following 
questions : 

1.  Does  any  contract,  agreement,  or  arrangement  in  writing 
or  otherwise  exist  between  the  companies  above  alleged  to  be 
under  the  control  [of]  and  operated  by  the  said  Illinois  Steel 
Company  and  any  of  the  other  companies  with  reference  to 
interstate  traffic?  If  so,  state  the  contract,  agreement,  or 
arrangement. 

2.  Or  [are]  any  tariffs  of  rates  and  charges  for  the  trans- 
portation of  interstate  property  in  effect  between  said  compa- 
nies above  alleged  to  be  under  the  control  of  and  operated  by 
the  Illinois  Steel  Company  and  said  other  railroad  companies  ? 
If  so,  what  are  they  and  what  are  the  divisions  thereof  be- 
tween the  several  carriers  ? 

VOL.  cLrv— so 
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3.  Have  the  comiMinies  above  alleged  to  be  under  the  con- 
trol of  and  operated  by  the  Illinois  Steel  Company  received 
interstate  traific  from  any  of  the  other  carriers  above  men- 
tioned during  the  six  months  last  past,  or  have  they  delivered 
any  such  traffic  to  such  other  carriers  during  that  time,  for 
any  person,  firm,  or  company  other  than  the  Illinois  Steel 
Company  ?  and  if  so,  to  virhat  amount } 

The  order  further  required  all  of  the  companies  named  to 
appear  before  the  Commission  at  a  named  time  and  place  in 
Chicago,  when  that  body  would  proceed  to  make  inquiry  into 
and  investigate  the  management  of  the  said  business  by  the 
carriers  so  ordered  to  appear. 

Each  of  the  companies  which,  according  to  the  allegations 
of  the  petition,  the  Illinois  Steel  Company  had  caused  to  be 
incorporated,  filed  its  answer  with  the  Commission,  and 
averred  that  it  had  in  all  respects  complied  with  the  obliga- 
tions imposed  upon  it  by  the  laws  of  the  State  and  of  the 
United  States ;  that  it  was  not  engaged  in  interstate  commeroe 
within  six  months  preceding  the  filing  of  the  complaint 
against  them ;  and  it  answered  "  No  "  to  each  of  the  above 
specific  questions.  The  Calumet  and  Blue  Island  Railway 
Company  also  denied  that  the  operation  of  its  railways  was  a 
device  to  evade  the  provision  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act, 
or  had  resulted  in  obtaining  for  the  Illinois  Steel  Company 
special,  illegal,  unjust,  or  unreasonable  rates  in  interstate 
traffic  or  in  securing  to^that  company  illegal,  undue,  or  unrea- 
sonable preferences. 

The  Commission,  notwithstanding  these  denials,  conceived 
it  to  be  their  duty  to  proceed  with  the  investigation  by  the 
examination  of  witnesses  and  the  books  and  papers  of  the 
corporations  involved,  and  especially  to  ascertain  whether 
the  Illinois  Steel  Company  was  the  owner  in  fact  of  the  rail- 
roads, which  it  was  alleged  to  have  caused  to  be  incorporated, 
and  whether  such  incorporations  were  for  the  purpose  of  giv- 
ing to  that  company  an  undue  and  illegal  preference  in  the 
transportation  of  its  property  and  freight. 

Among  the  witnesses  subpoenaed  to  testify  before  the  Com- 
mission was  William  G.  Brinison,  the  president  and  manager 
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of  the  five  roads  so  incorporated  in  Illinois.  Being  asked 
what  constituted  the  principal  trafiio  of  the  roads,  he  said  : 
"The  business  of  these  roads,  except  as  indicated  in  the 
answers,  is  that  of  switching  —  switching  business.  We  do 
a  switching  and  terminal  business,  in  that  we  are  open  to  any 
business,  for  anybody's  property,  or  persons  who  may  locate 
at  such  place  where  we  can  go  to  them ;  mainly  our  business 
is  with  the  Illinois  Steel  Company.  This  is  the  great  propor- 
tion of  our  business."  In  reply  to  the  question  whether  his 
company  engaged  in  transportation  business  other  than  as 
stated  by  him,  he  said  that  they  did  not,  "except  the  Calumet 
and  Blue  Island,  as  stated  in  our  reply.  On  that  we  do  en- 
gage in  other  business  to  a  certain  extent."  Having  stated 
that  his  companies  did  not  engage  in  the  transportation  busi- 
ness for  everybody  and  anybody  having  occasion  to  employ 
them,  and  that  their  business  was  limited  to  the  above  com- 
panies with  which  they  had  traffic  arrangements,  he  was 
asked  whether  the  companies  of  which  he  was  president  and 
manager  were  owned  by  the  Illinois  Steel  Company.  The 
witness,  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  refused  to  answer  this 
question. 

J.  S.  Eeefe,  secretary  and  auditor  of  the  five  roads  men- 
tioned, was  examined  by  the  Commission  as  a  witness.  He 
admitted  that  he  had  in  his  possession  a  book  showing  the 
names  of  the  stockholders  of  the  Calumet  and  Blue  Island 
Bailway  Company,  but  refused,  upon  the  demand  of  the  Com- 
mission, to  produce  it  He  also  refused  to  answer  the 
question,  "  Do  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  whether  the 
Illinois  Steel  Company  owns  the  greater  part  of  the  stock  of 
these  several  railroads  ? " 

'W'iliiam  K.  Stirling,  first  vice-president  of  the  Illinois  Steel 
Company,  was  also  examined  as  a  witness,  and  after  stating 
that  that  company  had  a  contract  with  the  five  railroads  in 
question  to  handle  the  railroad  business  at  the  five  ^^  plants" 
of  the  Steel  Company,  refused  to  answer  the  question,  '^  Is 
that  the  only  relation  which  your  company  sustains  to  these 
railroad  companies  ? " 

On  the  succeeding  day  the  Commission  issued  a  stroma 
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d%^e8  tecum,  directed  to  J.  S.  Eeefe,  secretary  and  auditor  of 
the  five  railroads  in  question,  commanding  him  to  appear 
before  that  body,  and  bring  with  him  the  stock  books  of  those 
companies.  A  like  subpoena  was  issued  to  William  R.  Stir- 
ling, as  first  vice-president  of  the  Steel  Company,  commanding 
him  to  appear  before  the  Commission  and  produce  the  stock 
books  of  that  company.  Keefe  and  Stirling  appeared  in 
answer  to  the  subpoenas,  but  refused  to  produce  the  books  or 
either  of  them  so  ordered  to  be  produced. 

The  Commission  thereupon,  on  the  15th  day  of  July,  1892, 
presented  to  and  filed  in  the  court  below  its  petition  embody- 
ing the  above  facts,  and  prayed  that  an  order  be  made  requir- 
ing and  commanding  Brimson,  Keefe,  and  Stirling  to  appear 
before  that  body  and  answer  the  several  questions  propounded 
by  them  and  which  they  had  respectively  refused  to  answer, 
and  requiring  Keefe  and  Stirling  to  appear  and  produce  be- 
fore the  Commission  the  stock  books  above  referred  to  as  in 
their  possession. 

The  answers  of  Brimson,  Keefe,  and  Stirling  in  the  present 
proceeding,  besides  insisting  that  the  questions  propounded  to 
them,  respectively,  were  immaterial  and  irrelevant,  were  based 
mainly  upon  the  ground  that  so  much  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act  as  empowered  the  Commission  to  require  the 
attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of 
books,  papers,  and  documents,  and  authorized  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  to  order  common  carriers  or  persons  to 
appear  before  the  Commission  and  produce  books  and  papers 
and  give  evidence,  and  to  punish  by  process  for  contempt  any 
failure  to  obey  such  order  of  the  court,  was  repugnant  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Is  the  twelfth  section  of  the  act  unconstitutional  and  void, 
so  far  as  it  authorizes  or  requires  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the 
United  States  to  use  their  process  in  aid  of  inquiries  before 
the  Commission?  The  court  recognizes  the  importance  of 
this  question,  and  has  bestowed  upon  it  the  most  carefal 
consideration. 

As  the  Constitution  extends  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity  arising  under  that  instru- 
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ment  or  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  as  well  to  all 
controversies  to  which  the  United  States  shall  be  a  party, 
(Art.  3,  sec.  2,)  and  as  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States 
are  capable,  under  the  statutes  defining  and  regulating  their 
jurisdiction,  of  exerting  such  power  in  cases  or  controversies 
of  that  character,  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  Congress, 
25  Stat.  434,  c.  866,  the  fundamental  inquiry  on  this  appeal  is 
whether  the  present  proceeding  is  a  "  case ''  or  "  controversy  ** 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  The  Circuit  Court, 
as  we  have  seen,  regarded  the  petition  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  as  nothing  more  than  an  application  by  an 
administrative  body  to  a  judicial  tribunal  for  the  exercise  of 
its  functions  in  aid  of  the  execution  of  duties  not  of  a  judicial 
nature,  and  accordingly  adjudged  that  this  proceeding  did  not 
constitute  a  case  or  controversy  to  which  the  judicial  power 
of  the  United  States  could  be  extended. 

At  the  same  time  the  learned  court  said:  '^ Undoubtedly, 
Congress  may  confer  upon  a  non-judicial  body  authority  to 
obtain  information  necessary  for  legitimate  governmental  pur- 
poses, and  make  refusal  to  appear  and  testify  before  it  touch- 
ing matters  pertinent  to  any  authorized  inquiry,  an  offence 
punishable  by  the  courts,  subject,  however,  to  the  privilege  of 
witnesses  to  make  no  disclosures  which  might  tend  to  crimi- 
nate them  or  subject  them  to  penalties  or  forfeitures.  A  prose- 
cution or  an  action  for  violation  of  such  a  statute  would  clearly 
be  an  original  suit  or  controversy  between  parties  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and  not  a  mere  application,  like 
the  present  one,  for  the  exercise  of  the  judicial  power  in  aid 
of  a  non- judicial  body."  In  re  IrUerataie  Commerce  Commie- 
s^lon,  63  Fed.  Eep.  476,  480. 

In  other  words,  if  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  made  the 
refusal  of  a  witness  duly  summoned  to  appear  and  testify 
before  the  Commission  in  res))ect  to  a  matter  rightfully  com- 
mitted by  Congress  to  that  body  for  examination,  an  offence 
against  the  United  States,  punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment, 
or  both,  a  criminal  prosecution  or  an  information  for  the  vio- 
lation of  such  a  statute  would  be  a  case  or  controversy  to 
which  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extended; 
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while  a  direct  civil  proceeding,  expressly  aathorized  by  an  act 
of  Congress,  in  the  name  of  the  Commission,  and  under  the 
direction  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States, 
against  the  witness  so  refusing  to  testify,  to  compel  him  to 
give  evidence  before  the  Commission  touching  the  same  mat- 
ter, would  not  be  a  case  or  controversy  of  which  cognizance 
could  be  taken  by  any  court  established  by  Congress  to 
receive  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States. 

This  interpretation  of  the  Constitution  would  restrict  the 
employment  of  means  to  carry  into  effect  powers  granted  to 
Congress  within  much  narrower  limits  than,  in  our  judgment^ 
is  warranted  by  that  instrument. 

The  Constitution  expressly  confers  upon  Congress  the  power 
to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations,  among  the  several 
States,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes,  and  to  make  all  laws 
necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  that  power  into  execution. 
Art.  1,  §  8.  While  the  completely  internal  commerce  of  a 
State  is  reserved  to  the  State  itself,  because  never  surrendered 
to  the  general  government,  commerce,  the  regulation  of  which 
is  committed  by  the  Constitution  to  Congress,  comprehends 
traffic,  navigation,  and  every  species  of  commercial  interooorse 
or  trade  between  the  United  States,  among  the  several  States^ 
and  with  the  Indian  tribes.  Oihbona  v.  Ogden^  9  Wheat  1, 
193,  194.  "  It  may  be  doubted,"  this  court  has  said,  "  whether 
any  of  the  evils  proceeding  from  the  feebleness  of  the  Federal 
government  contributed  more  to  that  great  revolution  which 
introduced  the  present  system  than  the  deep  and  general  con- 
viction that  commerce  ought  to  be  regulated  by  Congress.  It 
is  not,  therefore,  matter  of  surprise  that  the  grant  should  be 
as  extensive  as  the  mischief,  and  should  comprehend  all  foreign 
commerce,  and  all  commerce  among  the  States.  To  constroe 
the  power  so  as  to  impair  its  efficiency  would  tend  to  defeat 
an  object,  in  the  attainment  of  which  the  American  pahlic 
took,  and  justly  took,  that  strong  interest  which  arose  ftom  a 
full  conviction  of  its  necessity."  Brown  v.  Maryland^  18 
Wheat.  419, 446;  PhUa.SteanuhipCo.y.  P^twyfeanio,  122 U.S. 
326,  346.  "  In  the  matter  of  interstate  commerce,"  this  ooaii, 
speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  has  declared,  "  the  United 
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States  are  but  one  country,  and  are  and  must  be  subject  to 
one  system  of  regulations,  and  not  to  a  multitude  of  systems." 
Bobbins  v.  Shdby  Taadng  Distt-ict,  120  U.  S.  489,  494.  The 
same  principle  was  announced  by  the  present  Chief  Justice  in 
Stoutmburgh  v.  Hennick,  129  U.  S.  141,  148. 

What  is  the  nature  of  the  power  thus  expressly  given  to 
Congress,  and  to  what  extent,  and  under  what  restrictions, 
may  it  be  constitutionally  exerted  ? 

This  question  was  answered  when  Chief  Justice  Marshall 
said  that  it  was  the  power  "  to  prescribe  the  rule  by  which 
commerce  is  to  be  governed."  "  This  power,"  the  Chief  Justice 
continued,  ^^  like  all  others  vested  in  Congress,  is  complete  in 
itself,  may  be  exercised  to  its  utmost  extent,  and  acknowledges 
no  limitations  other  than  are  prescribed  in  the  Constitution. 
These  are  expressed  in  plain  terms,  and  do  not  affect  the 
questions  which  arise  in  this  case,  or  which  have  been  discussed 
at  the  bar.  If,  as  has  always  been  understood,  the  sovereignty 
of  Congress,  though  limited  to  specified  objects,  is  plenary  as 
to  those  objects,  the  power  over  commerce  with  foreign 
nations  and  among  the  several  States  is  vested  in  Congress  as 
absolutely  as  it  would  be  in  a  single  government  having  in  its 
constitution  the  same  restrictions  on  the  exercise  of  the  power 
as  are  found  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  The 
wisdom  and  the  discretion  of  Congress,  their  identity  with  the 
people,  and  the  influence  which  their  constituents  possess  at 
elections,  are,  in  this,  as  in  many  other  instances,  as  that,  for 
example,  of  declaring  war,  the  sole  restraints  on  which  they 
have  relied  to  secure  them  from  its  abuse.  They  are  the 
restraints  on  which  the  people  must  often  rely  solely  in  all 
representative  governments."  Gibbons  v.  Ogden^  9  Wheat.  1, 
189,  196-7. 

Congress  thus  having  plenary  power  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions imposed  by  the  Constitution  to  prescribe  the  rule  by 
which  commerce  among  the  several  States  is  to  be  governed, 
the  question  necessarily  arises,  what  are  the  principles  that 
should  control  the  judiciary  when  determining  whether  a  par- 
ticular act  of  Congress,  avowedly  adopted  in  execution  of  that 
power,  is  consistent  with  the  fundamental  limitations  of  the 
Constitution  ? 
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The  general  principle  applicable  to  this  subject  was  long 
ago  announced  by  this  court,  and  has  been  so  often  affirmed 
and  applied  that  argument  in  support  of  it  is  unnecessary,  even 
if  it  were  possible  to  suggest  any  thought  not  heretofore 
expressed  in  the  adjudged  cases.  In  the  great  case  of  McCuIr 
loch  V.  Maryland,  4  Wheat.  316,  421,  423,  it  was  said :  "  The 
sound  construction  of  the  Constitution  must  allow  to  the 
national  legislature  that  discretion,  with  respect  to  the  meaos 
by  which  the  powers  it  confers  are  to  be  carried  into  execution, 
which  will  enable  that  body  to  perform  the  high  duties 
assigned  to  it,  in  the  manner  most  beneficial  to  the  peopla 
Let  the  end  be  legitimate,  let  it  be  within  the  scope  of  the 
Constitution,  and  all  means  which  are  appropriate,  which  are 
plainly  adapted  to  that  end,  which  are  not  prohibited,  but 
consistent  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  are 
constitutional."  Again :  "  Where  the  law  is  not  prohibited, 
and  is  really  calculated  to  effect  any  of  the  objects  entrusted 
to  the  government,  to  undertake  here  to  inquire  into  the 
degree  of  its  necessity  would  be  to  pass  the  line  which  circum- 
scribes the  judicial  department,  and  to  tread  on  legislative 
ground.  This  court  disclaims  all  pretensions  to  such  a 
power." 

Guided  by  these  principles,  we  proceed  to  inquire  whether 
the  twelfth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  so  far  as 
it  authorizes  the  present  proceeding,  assumes  to  invest  the  Ci^ 
cuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  with  functions  that  are  not 
judicial. 

It  was  not  disputed  at  the  bar,  nor  indeed  can  it  be  success- 
fully denied,  that  the  prohibition  of  unjust  charges,  discrimi- 
nations, or  preferences,  by  carriers  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce,  in  respect  to  property  or  persons  transported  from 
one  State  to  another,  is  a  proper  regulation  of  interstate  com- 
merce, or  that  the  object  that  Congress  has  in  view  by  the  act 
in  question  may  be  legitimately  accomplished  by  it  under  the 
power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  States.  In 
every  substantial  sense  such  prohibition  is  a  rule  by  which 
interstate  commerce  must  be  governed,  and  is  plainly  adapted 
to  the  object  intended  to  be  accomplished.    The  same  obser- 
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vation  may  be  made  in  respect  to  those  provisions  empowering 
the  Commission  to  inquire  into  the  management  of  the  business 
of  carriers  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  to  investi- 
gate the  whole  subject  of  interstate  commerce  as  conducted 
by  such  carriers,  and,  in  that  way,  to  obtain  full  and  accurate 
information  of  all  matters  involved  in  the  enforcement  of  the 
act  of  Congress.  It  was  clearly  competent  for  Congress,  to 
that  end,  to  invest  the  Commission  with  authority  to  require 
the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses,  and  the  production 
of  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements,  and  documents 
relating  to  any  matter  legally  committed  to  that  body  for  in- 
vestigation. We  do  not  understand  that  any  of  these  proposi- 
tions are  disputed  in  this  case. 

Interpreting  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  as  applicable, 
and  as  intended  to  apply,  only  to  matters  involved  in  the  reg- 
ulation of  commerce,  and  which  Congress  may  rightfully  sub- 
ject to  investigation  by  a  commission  established  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  that  act,  we  are  unable  to  say  that  its  provisions 
are  not  appropriate  and  plainly  adapted  to  the  protection  of 
interstate  commerce  from  burdens  that  are  or  may  be,  directly 
and  indirectly,  imposed  upon  it  by  means  of  unjust  and  unrea- 
sonable discriminations,  charges,  and  preferences.  Congress 
is  not  limited  in  its  employment  of  means  to  those  that  are 
absolutely  essential  to  the  accomplishment  of  objects  within 
the  scope  of  the  powers  granted  to  it.  It  is  a  settled  principle 
of  constitutional  law  that  ^^  the  government  which  has  a  right 
to  do  an  act,  and  has  imposed  on  it  the  duty  of  performing 
that  act,  must,  according  to  the  dictates  of  reason,  be  allowed 
to  select  the  means ;  and  those  who  contend  that  it  may  not 
select  any  appropriate  means,  that  one  particular  mode  of 
effecting  the  object  is  excepted,  take  upon  themselves  the 
burden  of  establishing  that  exception."  4  Wheat.  316,  409. 
The  test  of  the  power  of  Congress  is  not  the  judgment  of  the 
courts  that  particular  means  are  not  the  best  that  could  have 
been  employed  to  effect  the  end  contemplated  by  the  legisla- 
tive department.  The  judiciary  can  only  inquire  whether  the 
means  devised  in  the  execution  of  a  power  granted  are  for- 
bidden by  the  Constitution.    It  cannot  go  beyond  that  inquiry 
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without  entrenching  upon  the  domain  of  another  depait- 
ment  of  the  government.  That  it  may  not  do  with  safety 
to  our  institutions.  Sinking  Fvm,d  CaseSj  99  U.  S.  700, 
718. 

An  adjudication  that  Congress  could  not  establish  an 
administrative  body  with  authority  to  investigate  the  subject 
of  interstate  commerce  and  with  power  to  call  witnesses  before 
it,  and  to  require  the  production  of  books,  documents,  and 
papers  relating  to  that  subject,  would  go  far  towards  defeat 
ing  the  object  for  which  the  people  of  the  United  States 
placed  commerce  among  the  States  under  national  control 
-All  must  recognize  the  fact  that  the  full  information  neces- 
sary as  a  basis  of  intelligent  legislation  by  Congress  from 
time  to  time  upon  the.  subject  of  interstate  commerce  cannot 
be  obtained,  nor  can  the  rules  established  for  the  regulation 
of  such  commerce  be  efficiently  enforced,  otherwise  than 
through  the  instrumentality  of  an  administrative  body,  rep- 
resenting the  whole  country,  always  watchful  of  the  general 
interests,  and  charged  with  the  duty  not*  only  of  obtaining 
the  required  information,  but  of  compelling  by  all  lawful 
methods  obedience  to  such  rules. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  independently  of  any  question 
concerning  the  nature  of  the  matter  under  investigation  by 
the  Commission  —  however  legitimate  or  however  vital  to  the 
public  interests  the  inquiry  being  conducted  by  that  body  — 
the  judgment  below  rests  upon  the  broad  ground  that  no 
direct  proceeding  to  compel  the  attendance  of  a  witness  before 
the  Commission,  or  to  require  him  to  answer  questions  put  to 
him,  or  to  compel  the  production  of  book's,  documents,  or 
papers  in  his  possession  relating  to  the  subject  under  examina- 
tion, can  be  deemed  a  case  or  controversy  of  which,  under  the 
Constitution,  a  court  of  the  United  States  may  take  cogni- 
zance, even  if  such  proceeding  be  in  form  judicial.  And  the 
theory  upon  which  the  judgment  proceeded  is  applicable  alike 
to  corporations  and  individuals,  although  by  the  established 
doctrine  of  the  courts  a  railroad  corporation  may,  under  legis- 
lative sanction  and  upon  making  compensation,  appropriate 
private  property  for  the  purposes  of  its  right  of  way,  because 
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and  only  because  its  road  is  a  public  highway  established 
primarily  for  the  convenience  of  the  people  and  to  subserve 
public  objects,  and,  therefore,  subject  to  governmental  controL 
Cherokee  Nation  v.  Kwnsae  HaUway  Oo.j  135  D.  S.  641,  657. 

What  is  a  case  or  controversy  to  which,  under  the  Con- 
stitution, the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extends  { 
Eeferring  to  the  clause  of  that  instrument,  which  extends 
the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  to  all  cases  in  law 
and  equity  arising  under  the  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  treaties  made  or  that  shall  be  made  under 
their  authority,  this  court,  speaking  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall, 
has  said:  "This  clause  enables  the  judicial  department  to 
receive  jurisdiction  to  the  full  extent  of  the  Constitution,  laws, 
and  treaties  of  the  United  States  when  any  question  respect- 
ing them  shall  assume  such  a  form  that  the  judicial  power  is 
capable  of  acting  on  it.  That  power  is  capable  of  acting  only 
when  the  subject  is  submitted  to  it  by  a  party  who  asserts 
his  rights  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law.  It  then  becomes  a 
case,  and  the  Constitution  declares  that  the  judicial  power 
shall  extend  to  all  cases  arising  under  the  Constitution,  laws, 
and  treaties  of  the  United  States."  Oshorn  v.  Bank  of  the 
United  States^  9  Wheat.  738,  819.  And  in  Murray  v.  Hoboken 
Co.^  18  How.  272,  284,  Mr.  Justice  Curtis,  after  observing 
that  Congress  cannot  withdraw  from  judicial  cognizance  any 
matter  which,  from  its  nature,  is  the  subject  of  a  suit  at  the 
common  law,  or  in  equity,  or  admiralty,  nor,  on  the  other 
hand,  bring  under  judicial  power  a  matter  which,  from  its 
nature,  is  not  a  subject  for  judicial  determination,  said :  "  At 
the  same  time  there  are  matters  involving  public  rights 
which  may  be  presented  in  such  form  that  the  judicial  power 
is  capable  of  acting  on  them,  and  which  are  susceptible  of 
judicial  determination,  but  which  Congress  may  or  may  not 
bring  within  the  cognizance  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  as  it  may  deem  proper."  So,  in  Smith  v.  Adame^  130 
U.  S.  173,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  for  the  court,  said  that 
the  terms  "cases"  and  "controversies"  in  the  Constitution 
embraced  "  the  claims  or  contentions  of  litigants  brought  be- 
fore the  courts  for  adjudication  by  regular  proceedings  estab- 
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lished  for  the  protection  or  enforcement  of  rights,  or  the 
prevention,  redress,  or  punishment  of  wrongs." 

Testing  the  present  proceeding  by  these  principles,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  it  is  one  that  can  properly  be  brought  under 
judicial  cognizance. 

We  have  before  us  an  act  of  Congress  authorizing  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Commission  to  summon  witnesses  and  to 
require  the  production  of  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts, 
agreements,  and  documents  relating  to  the  matter  under  in- 
vestigation. The  constitutionality  of  this  provision  —  assuming 
it  to  be  applicable  to  a  matter  that  may  be  legally  entrusted 
to  an  administrative  body  for  investigation — is,  we  repeat, 
not  disputed  and  is  beyond  dispute.  Upon  every  one,  there- 
fore, who  owes  allegiance  to  the  United  States,  or  who  is 
within  its  jurisdiction,  enjoying  the  protection  that  its  gov- 
ernment affords,  rests  an  obligation  to  respect  the  national 
will  as  thus  expressed  in  conformity  with  the  Constitution. 
As  every  citizen  is  bound  to  obey  the  law  and  to  yield  obedi- 
ence to  the  constituted  authorities  acting  within  the  law,  this 
power  conferred  upon  the  Commission  imposes  upon  any  one, 
summoned  by  that  body  to  appear  and  to  testify,  the  duty 
of  appearing  and  testifying,  and  upon  any  one  required  to 
produce  such  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements,  and 
documents,  the  duty  of  producing  them,  if  the  testimony 
sought,  and  the  books,  papers,  etc.,  called  for,  relate  to  the  mat^ 
ter  under  investigation,  if  such  matter  is  one  which  the  Com- 
mission is  legally  entitled  to  investigate,  and  if  the  witness  is 
not  excused,  on  some  personal  ground,  from  doing  what  the 
Commission  requires  at  his  hands.  These  propositions  seem  to 
be  so  clear  and  indisputable  that  any  attempt  to  sustain  them 
by  argument  would  be  of  no  value  in  the  discussion.  Whether 
the  Commission  is  entitled  to  the  evidence  it  seeks,  and 
whether  the  refusal  of  the  witness  to  testify  or  to  produce 
books,  papers,  etc.,  in  his  possession,  is  or  is  not  in  violation 
of  his  duty  or  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  the  United 
States,  seeking  to  execute  a  power  expressly  granted  to  Con- 
gress, are  the  distinct  issues  between  that  body  and  the  wit- 
ness.   They  are  issues  between  the  United  States  and  those 
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who  dispute  the  validity  of  an  act  of  Congress  and  seek  to 
obstract  its  enforcement.  And. these  issues,  made  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  act  of  Congress,  are  so  presented  that  the 
judicial  power  is  capable  of  acting  on  them. 

The  question  so  presented  is  substantially,  if  not  precisely, 
that  which  would  arise  if  the  witness  was  proceeded  against 
by  indictment  under  an  act  of  Congress  declaring  it  to  be  an 
offence  against  the  United  States  for  any  one  to  refuse  to 
testify  before  the  Commission  after  being  duly  summoned, 
or  to  produce  books,  papers,  etc.,  in  his  possession  upon  notice 
to  do  so,  or  imposing  penalties  for  such  refusal  to  testify  or  to 
produce  the  required  books,  papers,  and  documents.  A  prose- 
cution for  such  offence  or  a  proceeding  by  information  to 
recover  such  penalties  would  have  as  its  real  and  ultimate 
object  to  compel  obedience  to  the  rightful  orders  of  the 
Commission,  while  it  was  exerting  the  powers  given  to  it 
by  Congress.  And  such  is  the  sole  object  of  the  present 
direct  proceeding.  The  United  States  asserts  its  right,  under 
the  Constitution  and  ]aws,  to  have  these  appellees  answer  the 
questions  propounded  to  them  by  the  Commission,  and  to  pro- 
duce specified  books,  papers,  etc.,  in  their  possession  or  under 
their  control.  It  insists  that  the  evidence  called  for  is  mate- 
rial in  the  matter  under  investigation  ;  that  the  subject  of 
investigation  is  within  legislative  cognizance,  and  may  be 
inquired  of  by  any  tribunal  constituted  by  Congress  for 
that  purpose.  The  appellees  deny  that  any  such  rights  exist 
in  the  general  government,  or  that  they  are  under  a  legal 
duty,  even  if  such  evidence  be  important  or  vital  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  to  do  what  is 
required  of  them  by  the  Commission.  Thus  has  arisen  a  dis- 
pute involving  rights  or  claims  asserted  by  the  respective 
parties  to  it.  And  the  power  to  determine  it  directly,  and, 
as  between  the  parties,  finally,  must  reside  somewhere.  It 
cannot  be  that  the  general  government,  with  all  the  power 
conferred  upon  it  by  the  people  of  the  United  States,  is  help- 
less in  such  an  emergency,  and  is  unable  to  provide  some 
method,  judicial  in  form,  and  direct  in  its  operation^  for  the 
prompt  and  conclusive  determination  of  this  dispute. 
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As  the  Circuit  Court  is  competent  under  the  law  by  which 
it  was  ordained  and  established  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties,  and  as  a  case  arises  under  the  Constitution  or  laws 
of  the  United  States  when  its  decision  depends  upon  either, 
why  is  not  this  proceeding  judicial  in  form  and  instituted  for 
the  determination  of  distinct  issues  between  the  parties,  as 
defined  by  formal  pleadings,  a  case  or  controversy  for  judicial 
cognizance,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  ?  It  must 
be  so  regarded,  unless,  as  is  contended,  Congress  is  without 
power  to  provide  any  method  for  enforcing  the  statute  or 
compelling  obedience  to  the  lawful  orders  of  the  Commission, 
except  through  criminal  prosecutions  or  by  civil  actions  to 
recover  penalties  imposed  for  non-compliance  with  such  orders. 
But  no  limitation  of  that  kind  upon  the  power  of  Congress  to 
regulate  commerce  among  the  States  is  justified  either  by  the 
letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution.  Any  such  rule  of  con- 
stitutional interpretation,  if  applied  to  all  the  grants  of  power 
made  to  Congress,  would  defeat  the  principal  objects  for  which 
the  Constitution  was  ordained.  As  the  issues  are  so  presented 
that  the  judicial  power  is  capable  of  acting  on  them  finally  as 
between  the  parties  before  the  court,  we  cannot  adjudge  that 
the  mode  prescribed  for  enforcing  the  lawful  orders  of  the 
Interstate  Commission  is  not  calculated  to  attain  the  object 
for  which  Congress  was  given  power  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce.  It  cannot  be  so  declared  unless  the  incompati- 
bility  between  the  Constitution  and  the  act  of  Congress  is 
clear  and  Sftrong.  Fletcher  v.  Peck^  6  Cranch,  87,  128.  In 
accomplishing  the  objects  of  a  power  granted  to  it,  Congress 
may  employ  any  one  or  all  the  modes  that  are  appropriate  to 
the  end  in  view,  taking  care  only  that  no  mode  employed  is 
inconsistent  with  the  limitations  o{  the  Constitution. 

We  do  not  overlook  these  constitutional  limitations  which, 
for  the  protection  of  personal  rights,  must  necessarily  attend 
all  investigations  conducted  under  the  authority  of  Congress. 
Neither  branch  of  the  legislative  department,  still  less  any 
merely  administrative  body,  established  by  Congress,  possesses, 
or  can  be  invested  with,  a  general  power  of  making  inquiiy 
into  the  private  affairs  of  the  citizen.     KUboum  v.  Thofnp9ony 
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103  U.  8.  168, 190.  We  said  in  Boyd  v.  United  States,  116 
U.  S.  616,  630,  —  and  it  cannot  be  too  often  repeated,  —  that 
the  principles  that  embody  the  essence  of  constitutional  lib- 
erty and  security  forbid  all  invasions  on  the  part  of  the  gov- 
ernment and  its  employes  of  the  sanctity  of  a  man's  home, 
and  the  privacies  of  his  life.  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Field  in 
In  re  Pacijic  Bailway  Commission,  32  Fed.  Kep.  241,  250, 
"  of  all  the  rights  of  the  citizen,  few  are  of  greater  importance 
or  more  essential  to  his  peace  and  happiness  than  the  right  of 
personal  security,  and  that  involves,  not  merely  protection 
of  his  person  from  assault,  but  exemption  of  his  private  affairs, 
books,  and  papers  from  the  inspection  and  scrutiny  of  others. 
Without  the  enjoyment  of  this  right,  all  others  would  lose 
half  their  value." 

It  was  said  in  argument  that  the  twelfth  section  was  in 
derogation  of  those  fundamental  guarantees  of  personal  rights 
that  are  recognized  by  the  Constitution  as  inhering  in  the 
freedom  of  the  citizen.  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that 
the  power  given  to  Congress  to  regulate  interstate  conmierce 
does  not  carry  with  it  any  power  to  destroy  or  impair  those 
guarantees.  This  court  has  already  spoken  fully  upon  that 
general  subject  in  Counsdman  v.  Hitchcock,  142  U.  S.  547. 
We  need  not  add  anything  to  what  has  been  there  said. 
Suffice  it  in  the  present  case  to  say  that  as  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  by  petition  in  a  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States,  seeks,  upon  grounds  distinctly  set  forth,  an 
order  to  compel  appellees  to  answer  particular  questions  and 
to  produce  certain  books,  papers,  etc.,  in  their  possession,  it 
was  open  to  each  of  them  to  contend  before  that  court  that 
he  was  protected  by  the  Constitution  from  making  answer  to 
the  questions  propounded  to  him  ;  or  that  he  was  not  legally 
bound  to  produce  the  books,  papers,  etc.,  ordered  to  be  pro- 
duced ;  or  that  neither  the  questions  propounded  nor  the 
books,  papers,  etc.,  called  for  relate  to  the  particular  matter 
under  investigation,  nor  to  any  matter  which  the  Commission 
is  entitled  under  the  Constitution  or  laws  to  investigate.  These 
issues  being  determined  in  their  favor  by  the  court  below,  the 
petition  of  the  Commission  could  have  been  dismissed  upon 
its  merit& 
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It  may  be  proper  to  state  in  this  connection  that  after  the 
decision  in  Counselmcm  v.  Hitchcock^  the  Interstate  Ck>mmeroe 
Act  was  amended  by  an  act  approved  February  11,  1893, 
which  provides  ^^  that  no  person  shall  be  excused  from  attend- 
ing and  testifying,  or  from  producing  books,  papers,  tariffs, 
contracts,  agreements,  and  documents  before  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  or  in  obedience  to  the  subpoena  of 
the  Commission,  whether  such  subpoena  be  signed  or  issued 
by  one  or  more  commissioners,  or  in  any  cause  or  proceeding, 
criminal  or  otherwise,  based  upon  or  growing  out  of  any 
alleged  violation  of  the  act  of  Congress,  entitled  '  An  act  to 
regulate  commerce,'  approved  February  fourth,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  eighty-seven,  or  of  any  amendment  thereof,  on  the 
ground  or  for  the  reason  that  the  testimony  or  evidence,  doc- 
umentarj^  or  otherwise,  required  of  him  may  tend  to  criminate 
him  or  subject  him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture.  But  no  person 
shall  be  prosecuted  or  subjected  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture 
for  or  on  account  of  any  transaction,  matter  or  thing  concern- 
ing which  he  may  testify,  or  produce  evidence,  documentary 
or  otherwise,  before  said  Commission,  or  in  obedience  to  its 
subpoena,  or  the  subpoena  of  either  of  them,  or  in  any  such 
case  or  proceeding :  Provided^  That  no  person  so  testifying 
shall  be  exempt  from  prosecution  and  punishment  for  perjury 
committed  in  so  testifying.  Any  person  who  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  attend  and  testify,  or  to  answer  any  lawful  inquiry, 
or  to  produce  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements, 
and  documents,  if  in  his  power  to  do  so,  in  obedience  to  the 
subpoena  or  lawful  requirement  of  the  Commission,  shall  be 
guilty  of  an  offence,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  by  a  court 
of  competent  juristliction  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  less 
than  one  hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  five  thousand  dollars, 
or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  by  both 
such  fine  and  imprisonment."  27  Stat.  443,  c.  83.  But  that 
act  was  not  in  force  when  this  case  Avas  determined  below. 
Nor  does  it  reach  the  question  whether  a  proceeding  like  the 
present  one  can  be  maintained  in  a  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  at  the  bar  our  attention  was 
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called  to  HayburrCB  Caae^  2  Dall.  409,  and  United  States  v. 
Ferreira^  13  How.  40,  46,  as  announcing  principles  not  in  har- 
mony with  the  views  we  have  expressed  in  this  opinion. 

HayburrCe  case  was  an  application  for  a  mandamas  to  be 
directed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Pennsylvania,  commanding  that  court  to  proceed  in 
a  petition  by  Hayburn  to  be  put  on  the  pension  list  of  the 
United  States  in  conformity  with  an  act  of  Congress,  ap- 
proved March  23, 1792,  c.  11, 1  Stat.  243,  which  provided  for 
the  settlement  of  the  claims  of  widows  and  orphans  barred 
by  limitations  previously  established,  and  to  regulate  claims 
to  invalid  pensions.  This  court  took  the  case  under  advise- 
ment, but  as  Congress  provided  in  another  way  for  the  relief 
of  invalid  pensioners,  no  decision  was  made.  Nevertheless, 
by  a  note  to  Hayhum^s  case,  we  are  informed  of  the  views 
expressed  at  the  circuit  by  different  members  of  this  court  in 
relation  to  the  act  of  1792.  They  concurred  in  holding  that 
it  was  not  in  the  power  of  Congress  to  assign  to  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  any  duties  except  such  as  were  properly 
judicial,  and  to  be  pei^ormed  in  a  judicial  manner ;  and  that 
the  duties  assigned  to  the  Circuit  Courts  were  not  of  that 
description,  and  Avere  not  contemplated  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress as  of  that  character;  and,  consequently,  that  the  act 
could  be  considered  as  only  appointing  commissioners  for  the 
purposes  mentioned  in  it  by  official  instead  of  personal  de- 
scriptions, which  positions  the  judges  of  the  court  were  at 
liberty  to  accept  or  decline. 

In  a  note  prepared  by  Chief  Justice  Taney,  under  the 
direction  of  this  court,  and  found  in  13  How.  51,  52,  an  account 
is  given  of  Todd^s  case,  which  also  involved  the  validity  of 
the  act  of  1792,  so  far  as  it  imposed  upon  the  Circuit  Courts 
duties  relating  to  pensions.  And  it  is  there  stated  that  Chief 
Justice  Jay  and  Justice  Cushing,  upon  further  reflection,  be- 
came satisfied  that  the  power  conferred  by  the  act  of  1792  on 
the  Circuit  Court  as  a  court  could  not  be  construed  as  giving 
such  power  to  the  judges  of  the  court  as  commissioners. 

The  same  general  principles  were  announced  in  Ferreira^s 
easej  which  arose  under  the  treaty  of  1819  between  Spain  and 
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the  United  States,  and  under  certain  acts  of  Congress 
to  carry  a  particular  article  of  that  treaty  into  execution.    The 
case  came  before  this  court  upon  appeal  from  a  decision  or 
award  made  by  the  district  judge,  acting  upon  a  special  statute 
authorizing  him  to  receive  and  adjudicate  certain  claims.    A 
motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  this 
court  raised  the  question  whether  the  district  judge  exercised 
judicial  power,  strictly  speaking,  under  the  Constitution.    The 
motion  to  dismiss  was  sustained.    Chief  Justice  Taney,  refer- 
ring to  the  statutes  under  which  the  district  judge  proceeded, 
said :  ''  It  is  manifest  that  this  power  to  decide  upon  the  valid- 
ity of  these  claims  is  not  conferred  on  them  as  a  judicial  func- 
tion to  be  exercised  in  the  ordinary  forms  of  a  court  of  justice. 
For  there  is  to  be  no  suit ;  no  parties  in  the  legal  acceptance 
of  the  term  are  to  be  made ;  no  process  to  issue ;  and  no  one 
is  authorized  to  appear  in  behalf  of  the  United  States,  or  to 
summon  witnesses  in  the  case.    The  proceeding  is  altogether 
exparte,  and  all  that  the  judge  is  required  to  do  is  to  receive 
the  claim  when  the  party  presents  it,  and  to  adjust  it  upon 
such  evidence  as  he  may  have  before  him,  or  be  able  himself 
to  obtain.    But  neither  the  evidence  nor  his  award  are  to  be 
filed  in  the  court  in  which  he  presides,  nor  recorded  there; 
but  he  is  required  to  transmit  both  the  decision  and  the  evi- 
dence upon  which  he  decided  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury ;  and  the  claim  is  to  be  paid  if  the  Secretary  thinks  it  jost 
and  equitable,  but  not  otherwise.    It  is  to  be  a  debt  from  the 
United  States  upon  the  decision  of  the  Secretary,  but  not  upon 
that  of  the  judge.    It  is  too  evident  for  argument  on  the  sub- 
ject that  such  a  tribunal  is  not  a  judicial  one,  and  that  the  act 
of  Congress  did  not  intend  to  make  it  one.    The  authority 
conferred  on  the  respective  judges  was  nothing  more  than 
that  of  a  commissioner  to  adjust  certain  claims  against  the 
United  States;  and  the  office  of  judges  and  their  respective 
jurisdictions  are  referred  to  in  the  law  merely  as  a  designation 
of  the  persons  to  whom  the  authority  is  confided,  and  the 
territorial  limits  to  which  it  extends.    The  decision  is  not  the 
judgment  of  a  court  of  justice.    It  is  the  award  of  a  commis- 
sion."    13  How.  40,  46,  47. 
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It  thus  appears  that  the  act  of  1792,  above  referred  to,  at- 
tempted to  impose  upon  the  courts  of  the  United  States  duties 
purely  administrative  in  their  character.  So,  also,  the  acts  of 
Congress  involved  in  Ferreira^s  case  conferred  no  authority 
upon  the  district  judge  to  determine  finally  any  questions  of 
a  judicial  nature,  and,  without  requiring  any  petition  to  be 
filed,  and  without  empowering  the  district  attorney  to  enter 
an  appearance  for  the  United  States,  so  as  to  make  it  a  party 
to  the  proceeding,  or  to  authorize  a  judgment  against  it,  gave 
that  officer  the  power  only  of  adjusting,  without  the  presence 
of  parties,  certain  claims,  the  allowance  and  payment  of 
which,  after  being  so  adjusted,  were  made  to  depend  wholly 
upon  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

Some  allusion  should  be  made  in  this  connection  to  Oordan 
V.  United  States,  117  U.  S.  697,  and  In  re  Sanborn,  148  U.  8. 
222. 

In  Oordon^a  case,  the  question  was  whether  this  court  had 
jurisdiction  to  review  the  action  of  the  Court  of  Claims  in 
respect  to  a  claim  examined  and  allowed  in  the  latter  court 
under  an  act  of  Congress,  12  Stat.  765,  c.  92,  §§  5,  7,  14, 
which,  among  other  things,  provided  that  no  money  should 
be  paid  out  of  the  Treasury  for  any  claim  passed  upon  by  the 
Court  of  Claims,  until  after  an  appropriation  therefor  should 
be  estimated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  an  appro- 
priation to  pay  it  be  made  by  Congress.  Under  that  act 
neither  the  Court  of  Claims  nor  this  court  could  do  anything 
more  than  certify  their  opinion  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury, and  it  depended  upon  that  officer,  in  the  first  place,  to 
decide  whether  he  would  include  it  in  his  estuuates  of  private 
claims,  and  if  he  decided  in  favor  of  the  claimant,  it  rested 
with  Congress  to  determine  whether  it  would  or  would  not 
make  an  appropriation  for  its  payment.  Neither  the  Court  of 
Claims  nor  this  court  could,  by  any  process,  enforce  its  judg- 
ment ;  and  whether  the  claim  was  paid  or  not,  did  not  depend 
on  the  decision  of  either  court,  but  upon  the  future  action  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  of  Congress. 

The  appeal  of  Gordon  was  dismissed  upon  the-  ground  that 
Congress  could  not ''  authorize  or  require  this  court  to  express 
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an  opinion  on  a  case  where  its  judicial  power  could  not  be  ; 

exercised,  and  where  its  judgment  would  not  be  final  and 
conclusive  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  process  of  exe- 
cution awarded  to  carry  it  into  effect."    "  The  award  of  exe- 
cution," said  Chief  Justice  Taney,  ^^  is  a  part,  and  an  essential  , 
part,  of  every  judgment,  passed  by  a  court  exercising  judicial            ' 
power.    It  is  no  judgment,  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term, 
without  it    Without  such  an  award  the  judgment  would  be 
inoperative  and  nugatory,  leaving  the  aggrieved  party  with-  , 
out  a  remedy.    It  would  be  merely  an  opinion  which  would           l] 
remain  a  dead  letter,  and  without  any  operation  upon  the            \ 
rights  of  the  parties,  unless  Congress  should  at  some  future 
time  sanction  it,  and  pass  a  law  authorizing  the  court  to  carry 
its  opinion  into  effect.    Such  is  not  the  judicial  power  con- 
fided to  this  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  appellate  jurisdiction; 
yet  it  is  the  whole  power  that  the  court  is  allowed  to  exercise 
under  this  act  of  Congress."  p.  702.    See  De  Groot  v.  UntUd 
States,  5  Wall.  419. 

In  Saniorn^s  case,  above  cited,  the  same  principles  were 
announced.  That  case  arose  under  an  act  of  Congress  of 
March  3,  1887,  24  Stat.  605,  c.  505,  one  section  of  which  pro- 
vided that "  when  any  claim  or  matter  may  be  pending  in  any 
of  the  executive  departments  which  involves  controverted 
questions  of  fact  or  law,  the  head  of  such  department,  with 
the  consent  of  the  claimant,  may  transmit  the  same,  with  the 
vouchers,  papers,  proofs,  and  documents  pertaining  thereto, 
to  said  Court  of  Claims,  and  the  same  shall  be  there  proceeded 
in  under  such  rules  as  the  court  may  adopt.  When  the  facts 
and  conclusions  of  law  shall  have  been  found,  the  court  shall 
report  its  findings  to  the  department  by  which  it  was  trans- 
mitted." §  12.  This  court  dismissed  an  appeal  from  a  finding 
of  the  Court  of  Claims,  under  this  act.  Referring  to  the 
cases  of  Haybum,  Todd,  Ferreira,  and  Gordon,  above  cited, 
it  observed :  "  Such  a  finding  is  not  made  obligatory  on  the 
department  to  which  it  is  reported  —  certainly  not  so  in  terms 
—  and  not  so,  as  we  think,  by  any  necessary  implication.  Ve 
regard  the  function  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  in  such  a  case, 
as  ancillary  and  advisory  only.    The  finding  or  conclusion 
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reached  by  that  court  is  not  enforceable  by  any  process  of 
execution  issuing  from  the  court,  nor  is  it  made  by  the  stat- 
ute the  final  and  indisputable  basis  of  action  either  by  the 
department  or  by  Congress."    p.  226. 

The  views  we  have  expressed  in  the  present  case  are  not 
inconsistent  with  anything  said  or  decided  in  those  cases. 
They  do  not,  In  any  manner,  infringe  upon  the  salutary  doc- 
trine that  Congress  (excluding  the  special  cases  pVovided  for 
in  the  Constitution,  as,  for  instance,  in  section  two  of  article 
two  of  that  instrument)  may  not  impose  upon  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  any  duties  not  strictly  judicial.  The  duties 
assigned  to  the  Circuit  Court?  of  the  United  States  by  the 
twelfth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  are  judicial  in 
their  nature.  The  inquiry  whether  a  witness  before  the  Com- 
mission is  bound  to  answer  a  particular  question  propounded 
to  him,  or  to  produce  books,  papers,  etc.,  in  his  possession  and 
called  for  by  that  body,  is  one  that  cannot  be  committed  to  a 
subordinate  administrative  or  executive  tribunal  for  final  deter- 
mination. Such  a  body  could  not,  under  our  system  of  gov- 
ernment, and  consistently  with  due  process  of  law,  be  invested 
with  authority  to  compel  obedience  to  its  orders  by  a  judg- 
ment of  fine  or  imprisonment.  Except  in  the  particular  in- 
stances enumerated  in  the  Constitution,  and  considered  in 
Anderson  v.  J)unn,  6  Wheat.  204,  and  in  KHhoum  v.  Thomp- 
son^ 103  U.  8.  168,  190,  of  the  exercise  by  either  house  of 
Congress  of  its  right  to  punish  disorderly  behavior  upon  the 
part  of  its  members,  and  to  compel  the  attendance  of  wit- 
nessess,  and  the  production  of  papers  in  election  and  impeach- 
ment cases,  and  in  cases  that  may  involve  the  existence  of 
those  bodies,  the  power  to  impose  fine  or  imprisonment  in 
order  to  compel  the  performance  of  a  legal  duty  imposed  by 
the  United  States,  can  only  be  exerted,  under  the  law  of  the 
land,  by  a  competent  judicial  tribunal  having  jurisdiction  in 
the  premises.  See  WhitcomVa  Case^  120  Mass.  118,  and 
authorities  there  cited. 

Without  the  aid  of  judicial  process  of  some  kind,  the  regula- 
tions that  Congress  may  establish  in  respect  to  interstate 
commerce  cannot  be  adequately  or  efficiently  enforced.    One 
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mode,  as  already  suggested,  —  the  validity  of  which  is  not 
questioned,  —  of  compelling  a  witness  to  testify  before  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  to  answer  questions  pro- 
poutided  to  him  relating  to  the  matter  under  investigation  and 
which  the  law  makes  it  his  duty  to  answer,  and  to  prodaoe 
books,  papers,  etc.,  is  to  make  his  refusal  to  appear  and  answer, 
or  to  produce  the  documentary  evidence  called  for,  an  offence 
against  the  United  States  punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment. 
A  criminal  prosecution  of  the  witness  under  such  a  statute,  it 
is  conceded,  would  be  a  case  or  controversy  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution,  of  which  a  court  of  the  United  States 
could  take  jurisdiction.  Another  mode  would  be  to  proceed 
by  information  to  recover  any  penalty  imposed  by  the  statute. 
A  proceeding  of  that  character,  it  is  also  conceded,  would  be 
a  case  or  controversy  of  which  a  court  of  the  United  States 
could  take  cognizance.  If,  however.  Congress,  in  its  wisdom, 
authorizes  the  Commission  to  bring  before  a  court  of  the 
United  States  for  determination  the  issues  between  it  and  a 
witness,  that  mode  of  enforcing  the  act  of  Congress,  and  of 
compelling  the  witness  to  perform  his  duty,  is  said  not  to  be 
judicial,  and  is  beyond  the  power  of  Congress  to  prescribe. 

We  cannot  assent  to  any  view  of  the  Constitution  that  con- 
cedes the  power  of  Congress  to  accomplish  a  named  result, 
indirectly,  by  particular  forms  of  judicial  procedure,  but  denies 
its  power  to  accomplish  the  same  result,  directly,  and  by  a 
different  proceeding  judicial  in  form.  We  could  not  do  so 
without  denying  to  Congress  the  broad  discretion  with  which 
it  is  invested  by  the  Constitution  of  employing  all  or  any  of 
the  means  that  are  appropriate  or  plainly  adapted  to  an  end 
which  it  has  unquestioned  power  to  accomplish,  namely,  the 
protection  of  interstate  commerce  against  improper  hardens 
and  discriminations.  Indeed,  of  all  the  modes  that  could  be 
constitutionally  prescribed  for  the  enfbrcement  pf  the  regula- 
tions embodied  in  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  that  provided 
by  the  12th  section  is  the  one  which,  more  than  any  other,  wifl 
protect  the  public  against  the  devices  of  those  who,  taking 
advantage  of  special  circumstances,  or  by  means  of  combi- 
nations too  powerful  to  be  resisted  and  overcome  by  individual 
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effort,  would  subject  commerce  among  the  States  to  unjust 
and  unreasonable  burdens. 

The  present  proceeding  is  not  merely  ancillary  and  advisory. 
It  is  not,  as  in  Gordon^s  case^  one  in  which  the  United  States 
seeks  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  an  opinion 
that  "  would  remain  a  dead  letter,  and  without  any  operation 
upon  the  rights  of  the  parties."  The  proceeding  is  one  for 
determining  rights  arising  out  of  specified  matters  in  dispute 
that  concern  both  the  general  public  and  the  individual  de- 
fendants. It  is  one  in  which  a  judgment  may  be  rendere<l 
that  will  be. conclusive  upon  the  parties  until  reversed  by  this 
court.  And  that  judgment  may  be  enforced  by  the  process 
of  the  Circuit  Court.  Is  it  not  clear  that  there  are  here 
parties  on  each  side  of  a  dispute  involving  grave  questions 
of  legal  rights,  that  their  respective  positions  are  defined  by 
pleadings,  and  that  the  customary  forms  of  judicial  procedure 
have  been  pursued?  The  performance  of  the  duty  which, 
according  to  the  contention  of  the  government,  rests  upon 
the  defendants,  cannot  be  directly  enforced  except  by  judicial 
process.  One  of  the  functions  of  a  court  is  to  compel  a  party 
to  perform  a  duty  which  the  law  requires  at  his  hands.  If  it 
be  adjudged  that  the  defendants  are,  in  law,  obliged  to  do 
what  they  have  refused  to  do,  that  determination  will  not  be 
merely  ancillary  and  advisory,  but,  in  the  words  of  Sanhom^s 
ease,  will  be  a  ''final  and  indisputable  basis  of  action,"  as 
between  the  Commission  and  the  defendants,  and  will  furnish 
a  precedent  in  all  similar  cases.  It  will  be  as  much  a  judg- 
ment that  may  be  carried  into  effect  by  judicial  process 
as  one  for  money,  or  for  the  recovery  of  property,  or  a  judg- 
ment in  mandamus  commanding  the  performance  of  an  act 
or  duty  which  the  law  requires  to  be  performed,  or  a  judg- 
ment prohibiting  the  doing  of  something  which  the  law  will 
not  sanction.  It  is  none  the  less  the  judgment  of  a  judicial 
tribunal  dealing  with  questions  judicial  in  their  nature,  and 
presented  in  the  customary  forms  of  judicial  proceedings, 
because  its  effect  may  be  to  aid  an  administrative  or  executive 
body  in  the  performance  of  duties  legally  imposed  upon  it  by 
Congress  in  execution  of  a  power  granted  by  the  Constitution. 
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This  view  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Fong  Yue  Ting  y. 
United  States,  149  U.  S.  698,  728,  which  arose  under  the  act 
of  May  5,  1892,  c.  60,  prohibiting  the  coming  of  Chinese 
persons  into  the  United  States.  That  act  provided  for  the 
arrest  and  removal  from  the  United  States  of  any  person  of 
Chinese  descent  unlawfully  within  this  country,  unless  such 
person  shall  establish,  by  affirmative  proof,  to  the  satisfaction 
of  a  justice,  judge,  or  commissioner  of  the  United  States 
before  whom  he  might  be  brought  and  tried,  his  lawful  right 
to  remain  in  the  United  States.  It  also  authorized  the  arrest 
of  such  person  by  any  customs  official,  collector  of  internal 
revenue,  or  United  States  marshal,  and  taken  before  a  United 
States  judge.  This  court  said:  "When,  in  the  form  pre- 
scribed by  law,  the  executive  officer,  acting  in  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  brings  the  Chinese  laborer  before  the  judge,  in 
order  that  he  may  be  heard,  and  the  facts  upon  which  depends 
his  right  to  remain  in  the  country  be  decided,  a  case  is  duly 
submitted  to  the  judicial  power ;  for  here  are  all  the  elements 
of  a  civil  case  —  a  complainant,  defendant,  and  a  judge— 
actor,  reiM  et  judex.  3  Bl.  Com.  25  ;  0 shorn  v.  Bank  of  ths 
United  States,  9  Wheat.  738,  819.  No  formal  complaint  or 
pleadings  are  required,  and  the  want  of  them  does  not  affect 
the  authority  of  the  judge  or  the  validity  of  the  statute." 

Another  suggestion  thrown  out  in  argument  against  the 
validity  of  the  twelfth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  in  the  particular  adverted  to,  is  that  the  defendants  are 
not  accorded  a  right  of  trial  by  jury.  If,  as  we  have  endeav- 
ored to  show,  this  proceeding  makes  a  case  or  controversy 
within  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  the  issue 
whether  the  defendants  are  under  a  duty  to  answer  the  ques- 
tions propounded  to  them,  and  to  produce  the  books,  papers, 
documents,  etc.,  called  for,  is  manifestly  not  one  for  the  deter- 
mination of  a  jury.  The  issue  presented  is  not  one  of  fact, 
but  of  law  exclusively.  In  such  a  case,  the  defendant  is  no 
more  entitled  to  a  jury  than  is  a  defendant  in  a  proceeding 
by  mandamus  to  compel  him,  as  an  officer,  to  perform  a  min- 
isterial duty.  Of  course,  the  question  of  punishing  the 
defendants  for  contempt  could  not  arise  before  the  Commis- 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMM.  v.  BRIMSON.    489 

Opinion  of  the  Coart. 

don ;  for,  in  a  judicial  sense,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  con- 
tempt of  a  subordinate  administrative  body.  No  (question  of 
contempt  could  arise  until  the  issue  of  law,  in  the  Circuit 
Ck>urt,  is  determined  adversely  to  the  defendants  and  they 
refuse  to  obey,  not  the  order  of  the  commission,  but  the  final 
order  of  the  court.  And,  in  matters  of  contempt,  a  jury  is 
not  required  by  "  due  process  of  law."  From  the  very  nature 
of  their  institution,  and  that  their  lawful  judgments  may  be 
respected  and  enforced,  the  courts  of  the  United  States  pos- 
sess the  power  to  punish  for  contempt.  And  this  inherent 
power  is  recognized  and  enforced  by  a  statute  expressly 
authorizing  such  courts  to  punish  contempts  of  their  authority 
when  manifested  by  disobedience  of  their  lawful  writs,  process, 
orders,  rales,  decrees,  or  commands.  Bev.  Stat.  §  725 ;  1  Stat. 
83 ;  4  Stat.  487 ;  United  States  v.  Hudson,  7  Cranch,  32 ; 
Anderson  v.  Dimn,  6  Wheat.  204,  227 ;  JEx  p<irte  JioHnson, 
19  Wall.  505,  510  ;  JEx:  parte  Terry,  128  U.  S.  289,  302,  303  ; 
CartvyrigMs  Case,  114  Mass.  230,  238.  Surely  it  cannot  be 
supposed  that  the  question  of  contempt  of  the  authority  of  a 
court  of  the  United  States,  committed  by  a  disobedience  of 
its  orders,  is  triable,  of  right,  by  a  jury. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  determining  the  issues  presented  by  the 
petition  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  by  the 
answers  of  the  appellees,  will  be  a  legitimate  exertion  of 
judicial  authority  in  a  case  or  controversy  to  which,  by  the 
Constitution,  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extends. 
A  final  order  by  that  court  dismissing  the  petition  of  the 
Commission,  or  requiring  the  appellees  to  answer  the  questions 
propounded  to  them,  and  to  produce  the  books,  papers,  etc., 
called  for,  will  be  a  determination  of  questions  upon  which 
a  court  of  the  United  States  is  capable  of  acting  and  which 
may  be  enforced  by  judicial  process.  If  there  is  any  legal 
reason  why  appellees  should  not  be  required  to  answer  the 
questions  put  to  them,  or  to  produce  the  books,  papers,  etc., 
demanded  of  them,  their  rights  can  be  l*ecognized  and  enforced 
by  the  court  below  when  it  enters  upon  the  consideration  of 
the  merits  of  the  questions  presented  by  the  petition. 
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In  view  of  the  conclusion  reached  upon  the  only  question 
determined  by  the  Circuit  Court,  what  judgment  shall  be  here 
entered  1  The  case  was  heard  below  upon  the  petition  of  the 
Commission  and  the  answers  of  the  defendants.  But  no  rul- 
ing was  made  in  respect  to  the  materiality  of  the  evidence 
sought  to  be  obtained  from  the  defendants.  Passing  by 
every  other  question  in  the  case,  the  Circuit  Court,  by  its 
judgment,  struck  down  so  much  of  the  twelfth  section  as 
authorized  or  required  the  courts  to  use  their  process  in  aid  of 
inquiries  before  the  Commission.  Under  the  circumstances, 
we  do  not  feel  obliged  to  go  further  at  this  time  than  to  ad- 
judge, as  we  now  do,  that  that  section  in  the  particular  named 
is  constitutional,  and  to  remand,  the  cause  that  the  court  be> 
low  may  proceed  with  it  upon  the  merits  of  the  questions  pre- 
sented by  the  petition  and  the  answers  of  the  defendants  and 
make  such  determination  thereof  as  may  be  consistent  with 
law.  Any  other  course  would,  it  might  be  apprehended,  in- 
volve the  exercise  of  original  jurisdiction,  and  might  possibly 
work  injustice  to  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties. 

J^or  the  reasons  stated  the  judgment  is  reversed^  wild  the  cau9e 
is  remamded  for  further  proceedings  in  conformity  toiih 
this  opinion. 

Mb.  Chisf  JusnoB  Fuller,  Mb.  Jusnos  Bbsweb,  and  Mb. 
Justice  Jackson  dissented.^ 

Mr.  Justice  Field  was  not  present  at  the  argument  of  this 
case,  and  took  no  part  in  the  consideration  and  decision  of  it. 

1  The  disBenting  opinion,  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  bad  not  been  filed 
when  this  volume  went  to  press.    It  wiU  appear  in  Vol.  165. 
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CASES  ADJUDGED  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  AT  OCTOBER  TERM, 
1893,  NOT  OTHERWISE  REPORTED,  INCLUDING 
CASES  DISMISSED  IN  VACATION  PURSUANT 
TO  RULE  28.  

No.  271.  Abrah  V,  Winston.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Virginia. 
March  9, 1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  lOth 
rule.  Mr.  William  Z.  Roydll  for  plaintifF  in  error.  Mr. 
H.  TwylcT  Scott  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  428.  Adams  v.  Buck.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Missouri. 
May  14,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  per  stipulation.  Mr. 
J.  H.  Raymond  for  appellant.  Mr.  E.  &mM,  and  Mr. 
Oeorge  H.  Knight  for  appellees. 


No.  1018.  Ah  Ching  v.  Unffbd  States.  Appeal  from  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District 
of  California.  December  18,  1893 :  Dismissed  on  motion  of 
Mr.  J.  HvJtley  Ashton  for  appellant.  Mr.  J.  Hubley  Ashton^ 
Mr.  Joseph  H.  ChoaU^  Mr.  Harvey  8.  Brawn^  and  Mr. 
Thomas  D.  Riordam,  for  appellant.  Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral 
for  appellees.  

No.  1014.  Ah  Sing  v.  United  States.  Appeal  from  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District 
of  California.  December  18,  1893 :  Dismissed  on  motion  of 
Mr.  J.  Hubley  Ashton  for  appellant.  Mr.  J.  HuUey  Ashton, 
Mr.  Joseph  H.  Choate^  Mr.  Harvey  8.  Brovm^  and  Mr. 
Thomas  D.  Riordoffi  for  appellant.  Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral 
for  appellees.  

No.  1038.  Alabama  Ibon  and  Railway  Company  t^.  Annia- 
TOH    Loan    and    Tbuot   Company.      Petition  for  a  writ  of 
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certiorari  to  the  United  States  Cipouit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Fifth  Circuit.  October  16,  1893.  Petition  denied.  Mr, 
Henry  B.  TompkinSj  for  The  Alabama  Iron  and  Railway  Com- 
pany et  aZ.,  in  support  of  petition.  Mr.  John  B.  KnoXj  for  The 
Anniston  Loan  and  Trust  Company,  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  540.  Albajit  County  Bank  v,  Dbovees'  National  Bank. 
Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Northern  District  of  New  York.  October  10, 1893 :  Dismissed, 
per  stipulation,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Alexander  Porter  Marge  for 
plaintifF  in  error.  Mr.  Francis  Kemam,  and  Mr.  Alexander 
Porter  Morse  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr,  S.  W.  Rosendale  tor 
defendant  in  error. 


No.  151.  Amebican  Rapid  Telegraph  Company  v.  Boston 
Safe  DBPosrr  and  Tbust  Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Connecticut 
December  5, 1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  M7\  JR.  O.  Ingerscll  for  appellant.  Mr.  W.  G.  Wtlem 
and  Mr.  Morris  W.  Seymour  for  appellee. 


No.  146.  American  Tube  and  Iron  Company  v.  Davis. 
Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Northern  District  of  Ohio.  December  4,  1893 :  Dismissed, 
with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  16th  rule,  on  motion  of  Mr.  A.  J. 
Wool/  for  defendant  in  error.  Mr.  T.  W.  Sanderson  and  Mr. 
M.  A.  Nbrris  for  plaintifF  in  error.  Mr.  A.  J.  Wool/  for 
defendant  in  error. 


No.  425.  Anderson  v.  Minnesota  Iron  Company.  Error 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Minnesota.  April  4,  1894 :  Dismissed,  per  stipulation.  Mr. 
J.  If.  Oastle  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  C.  K.  Davisy  Mr.  J.  H. 
Chandler y  and  Mr.  jprank  B.  Kellogg  for  defendant  in  error. 
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No.  911.  Arnold  v.  Chesebbough.  Appeal  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Ciourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York.  April  23,  1894 :  Dismissed  for  the  want  of  juris- 
diction. J£r.  John  H,  V.  Arnold  for  appellants.  Mr.  Walter 
8.  Logan  and  Mr.  Charles  M.  Demond  for  appellees. 


No.  1162.  Arnou)  v.  Chesebbough.  Petition  for  a  writ  of 
certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit.  March  26,  1894 :  Petition  denied.  Mr. 
Soger  Foster^  Mr.  Joseph  H.  Ghoate^  and  Mr.  J.  H.  V.  Arnold^ 
for  Arnold  et  al.,  in  support  of  petition.  Mr.  Walter  /S.  Logon] 
for  Chesebrough  et  al.^  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  44.  Arthur's  Executors  v.  Constable,  and  No.  45. 
Constable  v.  Arthur's  Executors.  Error  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York.  October  16,  1893 :  Judgment  reversed,  per  stipulation, 
and  cause  remanded  to  be  proceeded  in  according  to  law. 
Mr.  Attorney  General  for  Arthur's  Executors.  Mr.  Stephen 
O.  Clarke  and  Mr.  Edwin  B.  Smith  for  Constable  et  al. 


No.  46.  Arthur's  Executors  v.  Constable.  Error  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York.  October  16,  1893:  Judgment  reversed,  with 
costs,  per  stipulation,  and  cause  remanded  to  be  proceeded  in 
according  to  law.  Mr.  Attorney  General  for  Arthur's  Execu- 
tors. Mr.  Stephen  G.  Clarke  and  Mr.  Edwin  B.  Smith  for 
Constable  et  al.  

No.  1.      ASHENPELTBR  V.  TERRITORY   OF    NeW    MeXICO  eX  rd. 

Wade.  Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of 
New  Mexico.  October  18,  1893:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on 
authority  of  counsel  for  appellant  on  motion  of  Mr.  Lawrence 
Ma/xwell^  Jr.^  in  behalf  of  counsel.  Mr.  Henry  L.  Warren^ 
Mr.  S.  W.  Pennypacker^  and  Mr.  G.  W.  McKeehan  for  appel- 
lant.   Mr.  C.  H.  Armes  for  appellee. 
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No.  953.  AsPLEY  V.  MuEPHY.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  certio- 
rari to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Fifth  Circuit.  November  6,  1893 :  Petition  denied.  Mr,  A. 
II.  Oarlamd^  for  Aspley,  in  support  of  petition.  Mr.  F.  M. 
Etheridge  and  Mr.  W.  P.  Ellison^  for  Murphy  et  al.y  in  oppo- 
sition thereto.  

No.  1095.  Bailey  v.  Sundbbbo.  Petition  for  a  writ  of 
certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit.  January  16,  1894:  Petition  denied. 
Mr.  George  A.  Black,  for  Bailey  et  al.j  in  support  of  petition. 
No  one  opposing.  

No.  611.  Bain  v.  UNrrBD  States.  Error  to  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio. 
NQvember  27,  1893 :  Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the  10th  role. 
Mr.  O.  H.  Wold  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Attorney  General 
for  defendant  in  error. 

No.  250.  Barnbtt  v.  City  op  Dbnison.  Error  to  the  Ci^ 
cuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Texas.  February  1, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to 
the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Sanjonie  Hobertaon  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No 
appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  168.  Bay  CrrY  Stbbbt  Railway  Company  v.  Tayloe. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Michigan.  Decem- 
ber 12,  1893:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  S.  JET.  JStitoh  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  T.  A.  K 
Weadock  for  defendants  in  error. 


No.  881.  Belmont  Planting  and  MANUFAoruBiNa  Compact 
V.  SooTT.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana.  October  18,  1893: 
Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  authority  of  counsel  for  appellant 
Mr.  E.  H.  Farrar^  Mr.  BenjcmtirC  F.  JonaSj  and  Mr.  E.  B. 
Kruttschnitt  for  appellant.     Mr.  Henry  P.  Dart  for  appellee. 
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No.  1165.  BHirroN,  alias  Newby,  v.  Unitbd  States.  Appeal 
from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Illinois  March  30,  1894 :  Docketed  and  dismissed 
on  motion  of  Mr,  Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  Dodge  tot 
appellee.    No  one  opposing. 


No.  513.  Boston  and  Maine  Railroad  v,  Ramsey.  Error 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Massachusetts.  January  8,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  per 
stipulation,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Frank  W,  Haokett  for  defendant 
in  error.  Mr.  Solofnon  Lincoln  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr. 
S.  B.  AUen  and  Mr.  Frank  W.  Hackett  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  124.  Boyd  v.  Stedman.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Oourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts. 
November  2t,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr. 
Hvbert  Howson  for  appellant.  Mr.  Charles  Howson  and  Mr. 
JBiibert  Howson  for  appellant.  Mr.  Gavsten  Browne  for 
appellees.  

No.  154.  Brhton  v.  Klkinbrt.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Oourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York.  December  6,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to 
the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Jerome  Gao'ty  for  appellant.  Mr.  James 
A.  Hudson  for  appellee.        

No.  1147.  Brooks  v.  Raynolds.  Petition  for  a  writ  of 
certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Sixth  Circuit.  April  23,  1894:  Petition  denied.  Mr. 
Francis  J.  Wing^  for  Raynolds,  in  support  of  petition.  Mr. 
Lanjorence  MaooweUy  Jr.^  for  Brooks,  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  402.  Brown  v.  Joliffe.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio.  May 
14,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  counsel  for 
plaintifF  in  error.  Mr.  Edward  Colston  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
No  appearance  for  defendants  in  error. 
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No.  693.  Brush  Electric  Light  Company  v.  Pennbylvahia. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania. 
November  9,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr. 
M.  E,  Olmsted  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  M.  E,  OlrnxUd  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  James  A.  Stranahan  for  defendant  in 
error. 

No.  781.  BuFORD  V.  Taylor.  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  Territory  of  Utah.  November  8,  1893 :  Dismissed, 
with  costs,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr. 
John  A.  Marshall  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  No  appearance  for 
defendants  in  error.  

No.  806.  Buford  v.  United  States.  Error  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Utah.  November  8,  1893:  Dis- 
missed, on  motion  of  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  John 
A.  Marshall  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  Attorney  General  for 
defendant  in  error.  

No.  202.  Cadwalader  v.  Shultz.  Error  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania. January  3,  1894:  Judgment  reversed,  with  costs, 
per  stipulation,  and  cause  remanded  to  be  proceeded  in  ac- 
cording to  law,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Solicitar  General  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Attorney  General  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  Edward  L.  Perkins  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  333.  Celluloid  Manufacturing  Company  v.  Cbllonttb 
Manufacturing  Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  Yorit. 
March  27,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  Frederic  H.  Betts  for  appellant.  Mr.  John  R. 
Bennett  for  appellees.        

No.  240.  Central  Ohio  Railroad  Company  v.  Colum- 
bus. Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Ohio. 
January    18,    1894:    Dismissed,    with   costs,   on   motion  of 
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counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr,  John  E.  Cowen  and 
Mr.  Hugh  L,  Bond^  Jr.y  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  No  appear- 
ance for  defendants  in  error. 


No.  120.  Central  Trust  Company  v.  Duff.  Appeal  from 
the  Circoit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Tennessee.  November  24,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with 
costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Edgar  M.  Johnson  and 
Mr.  W,  M.  Baxter  for  appellant.     No  appearance  for  appellee. 


No.  163.  Chicago,  St.  Paul  and  Kansas  Cmr  Eailway 
Company  v.  Piebce.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois.  December  8, 1893 : 
Judgment  reversed,  with  costs,  and  cause  remanded  to  be  pro- 
ceeded in  according  to  law,  per  stipulation,  on  motion  of  Mr. 
Johm,  C.  Black  for  defendant  in  error.  Mr.  H.  A.  Gardner 
and  Mr.  William  McFadon  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  John 
C.  Black  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  1016.  Chun  Shano  Yuen  v.  United  States.  Appeal 
from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern 
District  of  California.  December  18,  1893 :  Dismissed,  on 
motion  of  Mr.  J.  HvkiUy  Askton  for  appellant.  Mr.  J. 
Hvbley  Ashton^  Mr.  Joseph  H.  Choate^  Mr.  Ha/rvey  S.  Brown^ 
and  Mr.  Thomas  D.  Riordwa  for  appellant.  Mr.  Attorney 
Oeneral  for  appellees.        

No.  372.  Clakk  v.  Smfth.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District  of  Virginia. 
January  17, 1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  coun- 
sel for  appellant.  Mr.  Eicha/rd  G.  Dale  for  appellant  No 
appearance  for  appellee.    

No.  76.  Clearfield  Bituminous  Coal  Corporation  v. 
Pbnnsylvania.    Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State 
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of  Pennsylvania.  November  9, 1893  :  Dismissed,  with  costs, 
on  motion  of  Mr.  M.  E,  Olmsted  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr, 
M.  K  Olmsted  for  plaintiff  in  error.  JUr.  W.  S.  Kirkpatrick^ 
Mr.  J.  F,  Sandersoriy  and  Mr.  James  A.  Str(mahan  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 


No.  343.  Cleveland  County  v.  United  States  «c  reL 
Shiek.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Arkansas.  March  29,  1894:  Dis- 
missed, with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Sol.  ¥, 
Clark  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No  appearance  for  defendant  in 
error. 

No.  1007.  Cole  v.  Unifed  States.  Error  to  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Texas.  December  4,  1893:  Dismissed,  j;he  cause  having 
abated  by  death  of  plaintiff  in  error,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Solid' 
tor  Oeneral  Maxwell  for  defendant  in  error.  Mr.  Eugene 
WHZiams  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  tor 
defendant  in  error. 

No.  186.  Conrad  v.  Bell.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Kansas.  Deoember 
21,  1893:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rale. 
Mr.  L.  B.  Kellogg  for  appellant.    No  appearance  for  appellee. 


No.  24.  CoNSOLroATED  Bunging  Apparatus  Company  v. 
Clausen  Brewing  Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York. 
October  11, 1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  EJphradm  Banning  and  Mr.  Thovnas  A.  Banning 
for  appellants.    Mr.  G.  P.  Jacobs  for  appellee. 


No.   11.    Consolidated  Bunging  Apparatus   Company  «. 
SoHOENHOFEN  BREWING  CoMPANY.    Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
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Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illi- 
nois. October  10,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to 
the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Eph/rmm  Banning ^  Mr.  ThomcLS  A.  Bamr 
ningy  and  Mr.  Wells  W.  Leggett  for  appellant.  Mr.  C.  P. 
Jacobs  for  appellee. 

No.  308.  Consolidated  Patents  Company  v.  National 
Ventilation  Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts.  March 
19,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  lOth  rule. 
Mr.  William  A.  Beddmg  for  appellants.  No  appearance  for 
appellee.  

No.  126.  Consolidated  Patents  Company  v.  Bebby.  Ap- 
peal from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Massachusetts.  November  27,  1893:  Dismissed, 
with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  W.  A.  Bedding 
for  appellants.    Mr.  Catteten  Brovme  for  appellee. 


No.  201.  Corey  v.  Toland.  Appeal  from  the  Supreme 
Coart  of  the  Territory  of  Utah.  January  15,  1894 :  Decree 
affirmed,  with  costs,  by  a  divided  court.  Mr.  Samtcel  Sheila-^ 
hargery  Mr.  J.  M.  WUaany  Mr.  A.  A.  Bbehling,  Jr.,  Mr.  0. 
W.  Bennettj  Mr.  James  N.  KimbaUy  and  Mr.  John  Pavl  Jones 
for  the  appellants.  Mr.  O.  B.  HaUam  and  Mr.  C.  H.  Armes 
for  appellee.  

No.  553.  Cbaig  v.  Mount  Cabbon  Company.  Error  to 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
West  Virginia.  April  26,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  per 
stipulation.  Mr.  James  F.  Brown  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr. 
E.  B.  Knigkt  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  269.  Dallemand  v.  Odd  Fellows  Savings  Bank. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  California.  March 
8,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule. 
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Mr,  Samud  F,  Phillips  and  Mr.  Frederic  D.  MeKmney  for 
plaintiff  in  error.    No  appearance  for  defendants  in  error. 


No.  1108.  David  Bradley  Manufacturino  Compaht  «, 
Eaglb  Manufaoturikg  Cobcpant.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Seventh  Circuit.  February  5,  1894 :  Petition  denied.  Mr. 
Z.  Z.  Bond  and  Mr.  C.  E.  Pickard,  for  The  David  Bradley 
Manufacturing  Company,  in  support  of  petition.  Mr.  Oeorge 
H.  Christy  and  Mr.  Naifumiel  French^  for  The  Eagle  Manu- 
facturing Company,  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  279.  Davis  Sewing  Machine  Company  v.  Hat  Sweat 
Manufacturing  Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  YoA 
March  12, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  William  A.  Jenner  for  appellant.  Mr.  John  B. 
Bennett  for  appellee.  

No.  321.  Dbering  v.  MoCobmiok  Harvesting  Maohihx 
Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Minnesota.  March  21, 1894 :  Dis- 
missed, with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Epkravn^ 
Banning  and  Mr.  Thomas  A.  Banning  for  appellant  No 
appearance  for  appellee.    

No.  11 83.  DBTRorr  Cnr  Kailway  v.  DsTRorr.  Appeal  from 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Michigan.  May  14, 1894 :  Dismissed  for  the  want  of  juris- 
diction. Mr.  John  C.  Donnelly,  Mr.  Charles  M.  Swift  and 
Mr.  Henry  M.  Duffield  for  appellants.  Mr.  C.  A.  Kent  for 
appellee.  

No.  32.  District  of  Columbia  v.  Church.  Error  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  October  12, 1893  : 
Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
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error.  Mr,  A.  G.  Riddle,  Mr.  H.  E.  Dams  and  Mr,  8.  T. 
Tfiomas  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No  appearance  for  defendants 
in  error.  

No.  33.  District  of  Columbia  v,  Johnson.  Error  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  October  12, 
1893  :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  plaintiff 
in  error.  Mr.  A.  O,  Riddle,  Mr,  H,  E,  Davis,  and  Mr.  S.  T. 
Thomas  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No  appearance  for  defendant 
in  error.  

No.  282.  DoBSON  v.  Graham.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania. March  14, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to 
the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Hector  T.  Fmtan  for  appellant&  No 
appearance  for  appellee.    

No.  142.  Downing  v.  Wilson.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Ten- 
nessee. November  29,  1893  :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant 
to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  W.  H.  De  WiU  for  appellant.  No 
appearance  for  appellees.  _^ 

No.  541.  Drake  v.  Knox  Book  Blasting  Company.  Ap- 
peal from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York.  March  5, 1894 :  Dismissed, 
with  costs,  per  stipulation.  Mr,  Livingston  Oifford  for  appel- 
lants.   Mr,  W.  Bak&weU  for  appellee. 


No  692.  Edison  Elbsctrio  Light  Company  v.  Pennsylva- 
nia. Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Pennsylva- 
nia. November  9, 1893  :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of 
Mr.  M.  E.  Olmsted  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  M.  E.  Olmsted 
for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  James  A.  StrancJum  for  defend- 
ant in  error.  

No.  232.  Engush  v.  Duval.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District    of 
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Florida.  January  25,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  parsaant 
to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Francis  P.  Fleming  for  appellant. 
No  appearance  for  appellee. 


No.  300.  Equffable  Aocidbnt  Insuranob  Compakt  v. 
Sawyer.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Wisconsin.  October  11,  1893:  Dis- 
missed, with  costs,  per  stipulation.  Mr.  Charles  Barber  for 
plaintiflf  in  error.  Mr.  Charles  W.  Fdker  for  defendants  in 
error. 

No.  802.  Fales  v.  MoMonaole.  Appeal  from  the  Cirajit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  New  Jerse?. 
March  12,  1894 :  Dismissed,  per  stipulation.  Mr,  Harry  K 
liioharde  and  Mr.  Thomas  S.  Henry  for  appellant  Mr. 
Elvi/n  W.  Crane  for  appellee. 


No.  139.  Falls  Rivet  Company  v.  Wolfe.  Appeal  from 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  Dis- 
trict of  Pennsylvania.  November  29,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with 
costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Liningstan  Oifford  for 
appellants.    No  appearance  for  appellees. 


No.  22.  Farish  v.  New  Mexico  Mining  Company.  Errt^ 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  New  Meiioa 
October  11,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  John  D.  Pope  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  N.  L. 
Jeffries,  Mr.  William  K  Earle  and  Mr.  S.  B.  JSlkins  tor 
defendants  in  error. 

No.  1016.  FoNo  Louie  v.  Untied  States.  Appeal  from 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  California.  December  18, 1893.  Dismissed  on  motion 
of  Mr.  J  Htihley  Ashtan  for  appellant.  Mr.  J.  Subley  Ashtonj 
Mr.  Joseph  H.  Choaie,  Mr.  Ha/rvey  S.  Brown  and  Mr.  Thomas 
D.  Riorda/n  for  appellant.  Mr.  Attorney  General  for  appellees. 
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No.  1017.  FoNG  Wye  v.  United  States.  Appeal  from  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District 
of  California.  December  18,  1893:  Dismissed  on  motion  of 
Mr.  J.  HtMet/  AaJUan  for  appellant.  Mr,  J.  Hubley  As/Uon, 
Mr.  Joseph  H.  CKoaU^  Mr.  Harvey  S.  Brown  and  Mr. 
Thomas  D.  Rwrdam  for  appellant.  Mr.  Attorney  General  for 
appellees.  

No.  218.  Frank  v.  Bighter.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois. 
November  3, 1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  coun- 
sel for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  A.  M.  Pence  for  plaintiff  in 
error.    Mr.  C.  H.  Remy  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  1171.  Franklin  Savings  Bank  v.  Tatlor.  Petition 
for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Seventh  Circuit.  May  14,  1894:  Petition 
denied.  Mr.  Edwin  L.  Harpham^  for  Taylor  et  al.j  in  support 
of  petition.  Mr.  Thomas  D.  Jonss  and  Mr.  WiUiam  H. 
Swifty  for  Franklin  Savings  Bank  et  al.y  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  287.  Olasmann  v.  O^Donnbll.  Appeal  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Utah.  March  14, 1894: 
Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  JR.  N. 
BasMn  for  appellant.    Mr.  J.  L.  JRawUns  for  appellee. 


No.  69.  Greene  v.  Woodhouse.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York.  October  30, 1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to 
the  10th  rule.  Mr.  B.  F.  Lee  and  Mr.  W.  H.  L.  Lee  for 
appellants.    Mr.  Arihwr  v.  Briesen  for  appellees. 


No.  95.    Harbison  v^  Tarboro  Oil  Mills.     Error  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District  of 
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Pennsylvania.  November  22,  1893:  Dismissed,  with  ooste, 
per  stipulation.  Mr.  H.  G.  McConmclc  for  plainti£b  in  error. 
Mr.  HiU  BtM^ffurin  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  1034.  Hartford  Firs  Insuranob  Company  v.  Bonnsb 
Mbroantilb  Compant.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit 
October  16, 1893 :  Petition  denied.  JUr.  T.  C.  Van  If  ess,  for 
the  Hartford  Fire  Insurance  Company  et<U.j  in  support  of  peti- 
tion. Mr.  M.  Kirkpatriok  and  Mr.  J.  W.  Farbis,  for  the 
Bonner  Mercantile  Company,  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  392.  Heine  Safety  Boiler  Company  v.  Anhkubbb- 
BusoH  Brbwino  Association.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Oonrt 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  MisBoaii 
March  5,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  per  stipnlati<XL  Mr. 
Paid  BaheweU  for  appellant.    Mr.  A.  C.  Fowler  for  appellee. 


No.  891.  Heine  Safety  Boiler  Company  v.  Smtth  Fbbd 
Water  Heater  and  Purifier  Company.  Appeal  from  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Missouri.  March  5,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  per  stip- 
ulation. Mr.  Paul  BaJceweU  for  appellant.  Mr.  A.  C.  Ftnoler 
for  appellee. 

No.  91.  Henley  v.  Richmond  Check  Rower  Company. 
Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Indiana.  November  16,  1893:  Dismissed,  with 
costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  B.  H.  Parhmson  for 
appellant.  Mr.  E.  E.  Wood  and  Mr.  Edwwtd  Boffd  for 
appellees.  

No.  92.  Henley  v.  Shoemaker.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Indiana.    No- 
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vember  17, 1893  :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rale.  Mr,  H,  B.  Parkinson  for  appellant.  Mr.  K  E.  Wood 
and  Mr.  Edward  Boyd  for  appellees. 


No.  80.  Henby  v.  Von  Leas.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania. 
November  10, 1893  :  Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  remand  same  to  state  court.  Costs  in  this 
court  and  the  Circuit  Court  to  be  paid  by  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  Silas  W.  PeUitmd  Mr.  H.  B.  OiU  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  Bichard  P.  White  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  12.  HioKiES  V.  Philes.  Appeal  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Arizona.  January  22,  1894 :  De- 
cree affirmed,  with  costs,  for  want  of  prosecution.  Mr. 
Manrcus  A.  Smith  and  Mr.  Patrick  O^FarreU  for  appellants. 
Mr.  William  H.  Barnes  and  Mr.  W.  P.  Montague  for  appellees. 


Nos.  288  &  289.  Huohes  v.  Dundee  Mobtgaoe  and  Tbust 
Investment  Company.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Oregon.  October  26,  1893  : 
Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  J.  iT.  DoVph  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  J.  N.  DoVph  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  Thomas  De  Witt  Cuyler  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  916.  Hughes  v.  Untied  States.  Error  to  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania. October  23,  1893 :  Judgment  affirmed  for  want  of 
prosecution.  Mr.  E.  8.  McGalmont  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Mr.  Attorney  General,  Mr.  Solicitor  General  and  Mr.  Charles 
C.  Binney  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  990.    Humes  v.  Third  National  Bank  of  Chattanooga. 
Error  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
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Fifth  Circuit.  April  30,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  oosts,  per 
stipulation,  on  motion  of  Mr.  WiUiam  A.  Maury  in  bdudf 
of  counsel.  Mr.  Joseph  Wheeler  and  Mr.  MiUon  Hvmes  for 
plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  William  Richardson  and  Mr.  Oearg$ 
T.  White  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  760.    HuNTLBY  V.  Massaohusetts.    'Error  to  the  Supe- 
rior Court  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts.    March  36,  18M: 
Dismissed,  per  stipulation.     Mr.  R.  M.  Moree^  Mr.  Albert  H. 
Veeder  and  Mr.  William  J.  Campbell  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Mr.  A.  E.  PUlebury  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  302.  HusKiNs  V.  Cincinnati,  New  Obleans  and  Texas 
Pacific  Railway  Company.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Tennessee. 
March  16, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  O.  W.  Pickle  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Edward 
Goleion  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  987.  Hyde  v.  Lambebt.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Mississippi 
April  9,  1894:  Decree  reversed,  per  stipulation,  and  cause 
remanded  to  be  proceeded  in  according  to  law.  Mr.  E.  B. 
EruttschniU,  Mr.  E  H.  Farrar^  and  Mr.  B.  F.  Jonas  for 
appellant    Mr.  Frank  Johnston  for  appellee. 


No.  1023.  In  re  Jahn  and  Company.  Petition  for  a  writ 
of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit.  October  30, 1893  :  Petition  denied.  Mr. 
Edimn  B.  Smith  in  support  of  petition.    No  one  opposing. 


No.  241.    Jenninos  v.  Baedbb.    Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  New  Jereey.    January 
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26,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  ccMsts,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule. 
Mr.  Barker  Oummere  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No  appearance 
for  defendant  in  error.      

No.  40.  JouET  Manufactubikg  Company  v,  Eetstonb  Man- 
iTFACTUBiNo  CoMPANY.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  NorUiem  District  of  Illinois.  October 
13,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule. 
Mr,  Joh/n  W.  Mtmday  and  Mr.  Edmwnd  Adcock  for  appellant. 
Mr.  t/.  O.  Mcmaha/n  for  appellees. 


No.  364.  Eentuokt  Central  Eailboad  Company  v.  Ken- 
tucky. Error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  Ken- 
tucky. August  31,  1893:  Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the  28th 
rule.  Mr.  John,  O.  Carlisle  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr,  W.  J. 
Hendriok  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  403.  Keyes  v.  Pueblo  Smelting  and  Befining  Com- 
PAinr.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Colorado.  March  19,  1894:  Dismissed, 
per  stipulation.  Mr.  Robert  E.  Foot  for  appellants.  Mr. 
Charles  E.  Gast  for  appellee. 


No.  133.  Kneule  v.  Delp.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania. 
November  28,  1893:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the 
10th  rule.  Mr.  J.  H.  Severin  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  No 
appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  1069.  Lakin  v.  Bobebts.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  error 
or  a  vnrit  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit.  December  11,  1893 :  Petition 
denied.  Mr.  H,  Z.  Oea/r  and  Mr.  WiUiam  A,  McKmney^  for 
Lakin,  in  support  of  petition.     No  one  opposing. 
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No.  205.  Lamal  v.  Unitkd  States.  Error  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisi- 
ana. January  12, 1894 :  Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule. 
Mr.  Qua  A.  Breaux  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Attorney 
General  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  290.  Lawton  v.  Eaolbson.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern.  District  of  Cali- 
fornia. March  14,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to 
the  10th  rule.  Mr.  M.  A.  Wheaton  for  appellant.  Mr.  Jamet 
A.  Skilton  for  appellees. 

No.  418.  LoNo  Mot  Qub  v.  Unitbd  States.  Appeal  from 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  California.  January  3,  1894:  Decree  affirmed  for 
want  of  prosecution.  Mr.  E.  B.  SUmeKUL  and  Mr.  WMiafn  H. 
Lamar  for  appellant.    Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  for  appeUea 


No.  643.  Lbvy,  Dbeyfus  and  Co.  v.  Mack.  Appeal  from 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York.  April  6, 1894 :  Dismissed,  per  stipulation. 
Mr.  James  A.  Hudson  for  appellants.  Mr.  H.  A.  We^  for 
appellee. 

No.  65.  Lb  Wabnb  v.  Mexican  Intbrnational  Impboyb- 
MBNT  Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana.  October  26, 
1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr. 
H.  L.  Laza/rus  for  appellant.    Mr.  W.  W.  Howe  for  appellees. 


No.  88.  LouisviLLB,  Nbw  Orlbans  and  Tbxas  Railway 
Company  v.  Burnbtt.  Error  to  the  Seventeenth  Judicial  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  State  of  Louisiana.  November  15, 1893 : 
Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  authority  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
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error.  Mr,  JK  H.  Farrar^  Mr.  E,  B.  KruUschniU  and  Mr. 
B,  F,  Jonas  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No  appearance  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 


No.  1068.  MoFail  v.  South  Gabolina.  Error  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  State  of  Soath  Carolina.  November  6, 
1893 :  Docketed  and  dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr. 
D.  A.  Toionaend  for  defendant  in  error.    No  one  opposing. 


No.  219.  McGuiRB  V.  Variety  Iron  Works  Company.  Error 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  Illinois.  January  18, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pur- 
suant to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  J.  L.  High  and  Mr.  James  Frake 
for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  E.  E.  Prussmg^  Mr.  J.  C.  Hutchins 
and  Mr.  A.  A.  Ooodrieh  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  644.  Maok  v.  Lbvy,  Dreyfus  and  Co.  Appeal  from 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York  April  6, 1894 :  Dismissed,  per  stipulation. 
Mr.  H.  A.  West  for  appellant.  Mr.  James  A.  Hudson  for 
appellees. 

No.  748.  Marshall  u  Wheeler.  Appeal  from  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  April  9,  1894: 
Dismissed,  with  costs.  Mr.  Calderon  Carlisle  for  appellants. 
Mr.  William  A.  MeKenney  for  appellees. 


No.  236.  Massachusetts  Bbneftt  Assool^tion  v.  Miles. 
Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  East- 
em  District  of  Pennsylvania.  August  12,  1893:  Dismissed, 
pursuant  to  the  28th  rule.  Mr.  F.  Carroll  Brewster  for  plain- 
tiff in  error.  Mr.  Jam^es  Aylward  Devdin  and  Mr.  Richard 
P.  White  for  defendant  in  error. 
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No.  270.  Mills  v.  Winston.  Error  tx>  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Yiiginia.  March 
8,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule. 
Mr.  William  Z.  RoyaU  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  R.  Taylor 
Scott  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  104.  Minneapolis  and  St.  Louis  Railway  Compant 
V.  Pabshall.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Minnesota.  November  20,  1893:  Dis- 
missed, with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  Eppa 
Hvmiton  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  William  F.  Viiag^  Mr. 
George  O.  Squires  and  Mr.  F.  W.  M.  Cutoheon  for  defendant 
in  error.  

No.  1078.  MissouBi  Paoifio  Railway  Company  v.  Baisb. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Nebraska.  March 
26, 1894 :  Dismissed,  per  stipulation.  Mr.  John  F.  DUion  aod 
Mr.  Wvnalow  S.  Pierce  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  John  G, 
Watson  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  1104.  MoLiNE  Plow  Company  v.  Eaole  Manutaotdb- 
iNo  Company.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Seventh  Circuit 
February  6,  1894:  Petition  denied.  Mr.  L.  L.  Bond  and 
Mr.  C.  K  Pichardy  for  The  Moline  Plow  Company,  in  support 
of  petition.  Mr.  George  H.  Chrisl/y  and  Mr.  Nathanid  Fren<A, 
for  The  Eagle  Manufacturing  Company,  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  2.  MoBAN  V.  PrrTSBXTBOH,  Cincinnati  and  St.  Louis 
Railway  Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio.  October  17, 
1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  G^eorge  HoaHy 
for  appellant.  Mr.  George  Hoadhf  for  appellant.  Mr.  R.  A. 
Harrison  and  Mr.  Joseph  Olds  for  appellees. 
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No.  1198.  Morgan  v.  Halbbrstadt.  Petition  for  a  writ 
of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit.  May  14,  1894:  Petition  denied.  Mr, 
John  C.  Penniey  for  Morgan,  in  support  of  petition.  Mr. 
Robert  O.  Ingersoll  and  Mr.  Robert  H.  Oriffin^  for  Halber- 
stadt,  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  140.  Morrow  v.  Cumberland  Telephone  and  Tble- 
ORAPH  Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Middle  District  of  Tennessee.  Novem- 
ber 24,  1893:  Decree  afl9rmed,  with  costs,  per  stipulation. 
Mr.  8.  WaUof¥  for  appellants.  Mr.  J.  M.  Dickinson  for 
appellee. 

No.  96.  Needles  v.  Brown.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District  of  Arkan- 
sas. November  17,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion 
of  Mr.  Solicitor  Oeneral  for  appellants.  Mr.  Attorney  Oen- 
eral  for  appellants.    No  appearance  for  appellee. 


No.  141.  New  Orleans  Canal  and  Banking  Cobipant  v. 
Beynolds.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Arkansas.  October  11, 
1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  appel- 
lants. Mr.  S.  F.  Cla/rh  for  appellants.  No  appearance  for 
appellees. 

No.  1161.  New  Orleans  &  Northeastern  Railroad  Com- 
pany V.  Thomas.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit. 
April  4,  1894 :  Petition  denied.  Mr.  E.  H.  Farrar^  Mr. 
E.  B.  Kruttschnitt  and  Mr.  B.  F.  Jonas,  for  The  New  Or- 
leans &  Northeastern  Railroad  Company  et  al.,  in  support  of 
petition.     No  one  opposing. 
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No.  159.  Nbwpobt  Nbws  and  Mississippi  Valley  CoMPAmr 
V.  Hbkdbioks.  Error  to  the  Sapreme  C!ourt  of  the  State  of 
Tennessee.  January  8,  1894:  Dismissed,  per  stipulation,  on 
motion  of  JUr,  S.  P.  WoUker  in  behalf  of  counsel.  Mr,  Holmet 
Otrnimina  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  No  appearance  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 


No.  164.  Pennsylvania  Company  v.  Campbell.  Error  to 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
trict of  Ohio.  December  13,  1893:  Dismissed,  with  costs, 
per  stipulation.  Mr.  J.  T.  Brooks  and  Mr.  J.  R.  Cory  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Thomas  W.  Sanderson  tot  defendant 
in  error. 


No.  222.  People  of  the  State  of  New  Yosk,  ex  reL  Msb- 
TENs  V.  Cook.  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New 
York.  September  20, 1893  :  Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the  28th 
rule.  Mr.  Sherman  Eoarts  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  CharUi 
F.  Tabor  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  118.  Pebkins  v.  Eaton.  Appeal  from  the  Circoit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District  of 
Michigan.  September  28,  1893 :  Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the 
28th  rule.  Mr.  Mward  Taggart  for  appellant  Mr.  PhiUf 
J,  O^ReUby  for  appellees. 


No.  691.  Philadelphia  Company  v.  Pennsylvania.  Error 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania.  No- 
vember 9, 1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  M. 
E.  OVmstsd  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  M.  E.  Olmsted  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Jam£s  A.  Stranahan  for  defendant  in 
error. 

No.  767.  Platte  and  Denveb  Canal  and  Milling  Com- 
pany V.  DowELL.    Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State 
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of  Colorado.  October  11,  1893:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on 
motion  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  F.  D.  Marhhcmi 
for  plaintiff  in  error.    No  appearance  for  defendants  in  error. 


No.  769.  Pbbsbbey  v.  Kunb.  Appeal  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  February  5, 1894 :  Dis- 
missed, with  costs,  per  stipulation.  Mr.  H.  H.  WdU  for 
appellants.    Mr.   William  F.  MatUngly  for  appellee. 


No.  1068.  Pbbss  Company  v.  Cmr  Bank  of  Habtfobd. 
Petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Third  Circuit.  December  4, 1893 : 
Petition  denied.  Mr.  Hampton  L.  Carson  and  Mr.  James  H. 
Shakespeare^  'for  The  Press  Company^  in  support  of  petition. 
Mr.  John  Hampton  Ba/mes  and  Mr.  Oeorge  Tucker  Bispham^ 
for  the  City  Bank  of  Hartford,  in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  943.  Pbicb  u  Pankhubst.  Error  to  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  foi'  the  Eighth  Circuit.  September 
8,  1893 :  Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the  28th  rule.  Mr.  Henry 
Wise  Oamett  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  R.  S.  Morrison  for 
defendant  in  error.  

No.    404w      PUBBLO    SMBLTmO     AND     REFININa     CoMPANY    V. 

KsTEs.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Colorado.  March  19,  1894:  Dismissed, 
per  stipulation.  Mr.  Cha/rles  jEI  Oast  for  appellant.  Mr. 
Robert  jE  Foot  for  appellees. 


No.  844.  Pullman's  Palace  Cab  Company  v.  Campbell. 
Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  North- 
em  District  of  Iowa.  April  30,  1894:  Judgment  afHrmed, 
with  costs  and  interest,  by  a  divided  court.  Mr.  John  S.  Rtm- 
nells  and  Mr.  WiUiam  Burry  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr. 
William  L.  Joy  for  defendant  in  error. 

VOL.  CUV— 88 
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No.  976.  Rainby  v,  Hebbebt.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari to  the  United  Stat^  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Third  Circuit.  November  20, 1893 :  Petition  denied.  Mr. 
Samtcd  Dickson^  for  Bainey,  in  support  of  petition.  No  one 
opposing.  

No.  249.  JRaymond  v.  Used.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. October  11, 1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  J/r.  S.  Schoyer^  Jr.,  for  plaintiff 
in  error.    Mr.  J.  W.  Douglass  for  defendants  in  error. 


No.  1060.  Rbis  v.  Clancy.  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  State  of  Washington.  November  6,  189.3:  Docketed 
and  dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  H.  J.  May  for 
defendants  in  error.    No  one  opposing. 


No.  172.  Republic  Ibon  Minino  Company  v.  Sokes,  Enw 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern 
District  of  G^rgia.  December  14,  1893:  Dismissed,  with 
costs,  pursuant  to  the  lOth  rule.  Mr.  Reiiben  Arnold  for 
plaintiff  in  error.    No  appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  563.  BicHABD  V.  Hbddbn.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York. 
January  22,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr. 
Edwin  B.  Smith  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  8.  O.  Clarke  and 
Mr.  Edwvn  B.  Smith  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  Attorney  Gen- 
eral for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  272.  EoYALL  V.  Childbey,  and  No.  273.  Boyall  r. 
Gbbbnhow.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Virginia.  March  9,  1894:  Dis- 
missed, with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  William  Z. 
BoyaU  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  B.  Taylor  SooU  for  de- 
fendants in  error. 
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No.  216.  EoTEB  V.  Shultz  Belting  Company.  Appeal 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Missouri  January  17, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs, 
pursuant  to  the  lOth  rule.  Mr.  James  O.  BroadJiead  and  Mr. 
M.  A.  Wheaton  for  appellant.  Mr.  Cheater  H.  Krvm  for 
appellee.  

No.  217.  RoYEB  '0.  Shultz  Beltino  Company.  Appeal 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Missouri.  January  18,  1894:  Dismissed,  with 
costs,  pursuant  to  the  lOth  rule.  Mr.  James  O.  Broadhead 
and  Mr.  M.  A.  Wheaton  for  appellant.  Mr.  Chester  H.  Krum 
for  appellee. 

No.  247.  SijBENs  V.  Robertson,  Collectob.  Error  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York.  January  31, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pur- 
suant to  the  loth  rule.  Mr.  Daniel  P.  Hays  for  plaintiff  in 
error.    Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  112.  St.  Louis,  Iron  Mountain  and  Southern  Railway 
Company  v.  Marine  Insurance  Company  of  London.  Error 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Arkansas.  November  23, 1893 :  Judgment  reversed, 
with  costs,  per  stipulation,  and  cause  remanded  for  further 
proceedings  to  be  had  therein  in  conformity  with  law.  Mr. 
John  F.  DiUon  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  U.  M.  Rose  and 
Mr.  O.  B.  Rose  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  103.  Schneider  v.  Keyser.  Error  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  November  2, 1893.  Dis- 
missed, with  costs,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  H.  H.  WeUs^  Jr.j  and  Mr.  A.  A.  Bimey  for  plaintiff  in 
error.    No  appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  1195.     Schwartz  &  Sons  v.  H.  B.  Claflin  Company. 
Petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit 
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Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Circuit.  April  30, 1894 :  Peti- 
tion denied.  Mr.  W.  HaUeU  PhiUips,  Mr.  E.  B.  KrutUchniU 
and  Mr.  H.  L.  Lazarus^  for  H.  B.  Claflin  Company,  in  support 
of  petition.  Mr.  W.  W.  JBowCj  for  Schwartz  &  Sons  ^  oZ.,  in 
opposition  thereto.  

No.  1150.  SoHWEFizKB  V.  Bbtoges.  Error  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  Washington.  May  14,  1894:  Dis- 
missed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Frederic  D.  McK^mey 
for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  Samud  F.  PhUlipa  and  Mr.  Fred- 
eric D.  McKenney  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  Charles  K 
Jenner  and  Mr.  Louis  Henry  Legg  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  275.  Seeberobb  v.  Best.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois.  Jan- 
uary 3, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Jfr.  Solicitor 
Oetieral  MasoweU  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Attorney  General 
for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  P.  Z.  Shuman  for  defendants  in 
error.  

No.  786.  Seebergeb  v.  Davis.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois. 
April  2, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Sdich 
tor  Oeneral  MaxweU  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Attorney 
General  for  plaintiff  iQ  error.  Mr.  Percy  L.  Shuman  for 
defendant  in  error.  

No.  132.  Shipman  v.  Bebbbb.  Appeal  from  the  Circmit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  New 
York.  November  28,  1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant 
to  the  10th  rule.  Mr.  W.  C.  Witter  for  appellant.  Mr.  John 
E.  Bennett  and  Mr.  W.  B.  H.  Dowse  for  appellees. 


No.  215.  Shttltz  Belting  Company  t;.  Willbmsen  Belting 
Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Missouri    January  17, 
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1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.  Mr. 
Chester  H.  Krum  for  appellant.  Mr.  S.  N,  Taylor  for 
appellee.  

No.  1117.  SiMMs  V.  Cook.  Appeal  from  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  February  5,  1894: 
Docketed  and  dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Calde- 
ron  Carlisle  for  appellee.    No  one  opposing. 


No.  955.  SmoEB  Manufactubino  Cobipant  v.  Bbill.  Pe- 
tition for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit.  November  13,  1893 : 
Petition  denied.  Mr.  C.  K.  Offield  and  Mr.  M.  A.  Wheaton, 
for  the  Singer  Manufacturing  Company,  in  support  of  petition. 
Mr.  J.  J.  Sorivner  and  Mr.  William  A.  Maury,  for  Brill,  in 
opposition  thereto. 

No.  626.  Skinnee  v.  Unitkd  States.  Error  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Florida.  October  11, 1893  :  Dismissed,  on  authority  of  coun- 
sel for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  W.  A.  Blount  tov  plaintiffs  in 
error.    Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  200.  Smith  v.  Piekl,  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York.  Jan- 
uary 3, 1894 :  Dismissed,  per  stipulation.  Mr.  O.  G.  Frding- 
huyeen  for  appellant.    Mr.  Henry  StocJcbridgey  Jr.,  for  appeUee. 


No.  231.  SowLEs  V.  WriTEEs.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Vermont.  January 
26,  1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule. 
Mr.  Edward  A.  Sowles  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Mr.  C.  W. 
Witters  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  636.    Standard  Undebobouitd  Cable  Company  v.  Stock- 
ton.   Error  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  State  of  New  Jer- 
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sey.  July  24,  1893 :  Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the  28th  role. 
Mr.  A.  Q.  Keashey  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Jno.  P,  Stockton 
for  defendant  in  error.        

No.  126.  Starkey  v.  Bubnham,  and  No.  127.  Stasket  v. 
Enolehabt.  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
Kansas.  March  6,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to 
the  10th  rule.  Mr.  William  Lawrence  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  A.  T.  Brition  and  Mr.  A.  B.  Browne  for  defendants  in 
error.  

No.  1115.  Steamship  Manhansbt  v.  Nelson.  Petition 
for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit.  March  5,  1894:  Petition 
denied.  Mr.  E.  B.  Corwers^  for  The  Manhanset,  in  support 
of  petition.  Mr.  Edwin  O.  DamSj  for  Nelson,  in  opposition 
thereto.  

No.  1072.  Steam  Tug  E.  A.  Packeb  v.  New  Jebset 
Lighterage  Company.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to 
the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second 
Circuit.  December  18, 1893  :  Petition  denied.  Mr.  Edward 
D.  McCarthy y  for  The  E.  A.  Packer,  in  support  of  petition. 
Mr.  R.  D.  Benedict^  for  The  New  Jersey  Lighterage  Com- 
pany, in  opposition  thereto. 


No.  866.  Steel  v.  Ph(enix  Inscranob  Company  op  Brook- 
lyn. On  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court 
of  appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit.  January  29, 1894:  Decree 
affirmed,  with  costs,  by  a  divided  court,  and  cause  rcmanded 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Oregon,  with  directions  to  set  aside  the  decree  entered  by  that 
court  and  to  enter  a  decree  in  favor  of  complainant,  as  prayed 
for  in  the  amended  bill.  Mr.  Oeorge  H.  Williams  for  Sted. 
Mr.  L.  B.  Cox  for  the  Phoenix  Insurance  Company  of  Brooklyn. 


No.  1081.    Stewabt  v.  Smith.    Petition  for  a  writ  of  certi- 
orari to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
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Third  Circuit.  January  22,  1894:  Petition  denied.  JUr. 
Sector  T.  Fenton,  for  Stewart  et  al.j  in  support  of  petition. 
No  one  opposing.  

No.  468.  SwAYNE  V.  HuMPHBEYs.  Appeal  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Indiana. 
July  25,  1893 :  Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the  28th  rule.  Mr. 
F.  IF.  Whitridge  and  Mr.  J.  M.  Butler  for  appellants.  Mr. 
Thomas  JB.  Hubbard  for  appellees. 


No.  131.  Syracuse  Water  Company  u  Syracuse.  Error 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York.  November 
28, 1893  :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  16th  rule,  on 
motion  of  Mr.  CarraJl  McKenney  for  defendants  in  error. 
Mr.  G.  F.  Comatock  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Edwin  S. 
Jenney  and  Mr.  Carroll  McKenney  for  defendants  in  error. 


•  No.  277.  Taylor  MANUFAcnuRiNG  Company  v.  Hatcher  & 
Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Georgia.  March  12, 1894  : 
Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th  rule.     Mr.  CUf- 

ford  Anderson  for  appellant.    No  appearance  for  appellees. 


No.  725.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  v.  Brick. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Texas.  May  26, 
1894:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  D.  D.  Duncan 
in  behalf  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  John  F.  Dil- 
lon and  Mr.  WvmIow  8.  Pierce  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No 
appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  726.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  v.  Brick. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Texas.  May  26, 
1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  D.  D.  Duncan 
in  behalf  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  John  F.  Dil- 
lon and  Mr.  Wimslow  8.  Pierce  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No 
appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 
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No.  741.  Tbxas  &  Paoifio  Railway  Company  v.  Cojc- 
8T00K.  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Texas. 
May  26, 1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  D.  D. 
Duncan  in  behalf  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr,  John 
F.  Dillon  and  Mr.  Window  S.  Fierce  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
No  appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  1107.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Compaity  v.  Lav- 
EBTY.  Error  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  of  the  State  of 
Texas.  May  26,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of 
Mr.  D.  D.  Duncan  in  behalf  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error.  Mr.  John  F.  Dillon  and  Mr.  Winalow  S.  Fierce  for 
plaintiff  in  error.    No  appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  412.  Texas  &  Paoipio  Railway  Company  v.  Miller. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Texas.  May  26, 
1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  D.  D.  Duncan 
in  behalf  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  John  F.  Dillon 
and  Mr.  Winslow  S.  Fier^  for  plaintiff  in  error,  Mr.  James 
Turner  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  720.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  v.  Watts. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Texas.  May  36, 
1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  D.  D.  Duncan 
in  behalf  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  John  F.  Dillon 
and  Mr.  Winslow  S.  Fierce  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  Jamei 
Turner  for  defendants  in  error. 


No.  719.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  v.  White. 
Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Texas.  May  2«, 
1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  D.  D.  Duncan 
in  behalf  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  John  F-  DiUen 
and  Mr.  Winsloic  S.  Fierce  for  plaintiff  in  error.  No  appear 
ance  for  defendant  in  error. 
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No.  179.  ToLBDo,  Akn  Abb6b  and  North  Michigan  Rail- 
way Company  v.  Eddy.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Ohio.  October  11, 
1893:  Dismissed,  with  oosts,  per  stipulation.  Mr.  K  W.  TcHr 
erton  and  3tr.  John  H.  Doyle  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  J.  K. 
Hamilton,  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  604.  Township  of  Gill's  Creek,  Lancaster  County, 
South  Carolina,  v,  Massachusetts  and  Southern  Construc- 
tion Company.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  South  Carolina.  September  19, 1893 : 
Dismissed,  pursuant  to  the  28th  rule.  Mr.  C.  JR.  Miles  and 
Mr.  Ira  B.  Jones  for  appellant.    Mr.  Samuel  Lord  for  appellee. 


No.  262.  Trotter  v.  Lowenstein.  Appeal  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Mississippi  October  10,  1893:  Dismissed,  with  costs,  on 
motion  of  Mr.  A.  H.  Garland  for  appellant.  Mr.  F.  G. 
Barry^  Mr.  R.  C.  Beckett^  Mr.  A.  H.  Garland  and  Mr.  H.  J. 
May  for  appellant.    No  appearance  for  appellees. 


No.  989.  Trustees  and  Fellows  of  Brown  University 
'o.  Rhode  Island  College  of  Agriculture  and  Mechanics' 
Arts.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Rhode  Island.  May  14,  1894:  Dismissed, 
per  stipulation,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Alex.  Britton  in  behalf  of 
counsel.  Mr.  Arthur  L.  Brown  for  appellants.  Mr.  James 
TiUinghast  for  appellees.  

No.  130.  Village  of  Holly  v.  Hunter.  Error  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Michigan.  December  11,  1893:  Judgment  affirmed,  with 
costs,  and  interest,  by  a  divided  court.  Mr.  Fred  A.  Baker 
for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  John  Atkinson  and  Mr.  William  L. 
Carpenter  for  defendant  in  error. 
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No.  457.  Virginia  Buffalo  Lithia  Spbixos  Compawt  v. 
OooDE.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Virginia.  March  5,  1894:  Dis- 
missed, per  stipulation,  on  motion  of  Mr.  WiUiam  A.  JUaury 
for  appellee.  Mr.  W.  W.  Henry  for  appellant.  Mr.  WiUiam 
A.  Maury  for  appellee.     

No.  99.  United  States  v.  Babbeb.  Appeal  from  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Middle  District  of 
Alabama.  October  30,  1893:  Decree  reversed,  per  stipula- 
tion, and  cause  remanded  to  be  proceeded  in  according  to  law, 
on  motion  of  Mr.  Solicitor  General  Maxwell  for  appellant 
Mr,  Attorney  General  for  appellant  Mr.  W.  W.  DucUey  and 
Mr.  R.  R.  McMoA&n  iot  ap^)ellee. 


No.  1133.  Unfted  States  v.  Eisneb  &  Mbndblsoit  Cox- 
PANY.  Petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit.  March  26, 
1894 :  Petition  denied.  Mr.  W.  W.  Dudley,  Mr.  L.  T.  Micht- 
ner  and  Mr.  0.  A.  Ray  for  Eisner  &  Mendelson  Company,  in 
support  of  petition.    No  one  opposing. 


No.  975.  Unffed  States  v.  King.  Appeal  from  the  Cotirt 
of  Claims.  November  2, 1893 :  Dismissed,  per  stipulation,  on 
motion  of  Mr.  C.  C.  Zancaeter  for  appellee.  Mr.  Attorney 
General  for  appellant.    Mr.  G.  G.  Lancaster  for  appellee. 


No.  359.  Unfted  States  v.  Mabix.  Appeal  from  the 
Court  of  Claims.  October  18,  1893:  Judgment  reversed,  per 
stipulation,  and  cause  remanded  to  be  proceeded  in  according 
to  law,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Solicitor  General  MaxweU  for  appel- 
lant. Mr.  Attorney  General  for  appellant.  Mr.  John  & 
Blair  for  appellee.  

No.  952.  Unffed  States  v.  Patteeson.  Appeal  from  the 
Court  of  Claims.    March  5,  1894:  Dismissed,  on  motion  of 
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J/r.  Solicitor  Oeneral  for  appellant.    Mr,  Attorney  General 
for  appellant.    No  appearance  for  appellees. 


No.  349.  IJNrrED  States  v.  Pbsople  of  the  State  of  Illi- 
nois. Appeal  from  the  Circait  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois.  April  9,  1894 :  Stricken 
from  the  docket,  on  motion  of  Mr,  Solicitor  Oeneral^  and  it 
appearing  that  the  United  States  >yere  not  parties  to  the  suit 
in  the  court  below.  Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  for  appellant. 
Mr,  James  Fentress  for  the  Illinois  Central  Bailroad  Com- 
pany, one  of  appellees.       

No.  878.  IJNrrED  States  ex  rel.  International  Contract- 
ing Company  v,  Elkins.  Error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia.  October  23,  1893:  Dismissed,  with 
costs,  the  cause  having  abated,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Solicitor  Gen- 
eral for  defendant  in  error.  Mr.  A,  S.  Wbrthington^  Mr, 
W.  W,  Dudley  and  Mr.  Mich^ner  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr, 
Attorney  General  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  105.  IJNrrED  S,tates  ex  rel.  Sherwood  v.  Woodruff. 
Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  East- 
em  District  of  Arkansas.  October  11, 1893  :  Dismissed,  with 
costs,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Mr.  F.  W. 
Gompton  and  Mr,  FaHus  M.  Gla/rke  iot  plaintiff  in  error.  No 
appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  28.  Wallace  v.  Myers.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York.  October  23,  1893:  Dismissed,  per  stipulation,  on  mo- 
tion of  Mr.  George  K.  French  for  appellee.  Mr.  Eugene  II, 
Lewis  for  appellants.  Mr.  S.  W.  Rosendale  and  Mr.  George  K, 
French  for  appellee.  

No.  184.  WiLKERSON  '0.  Bahrbr.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Kansas.    Dc- 
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cember  20,  1893  :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursaant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  L,  B,  Kellogg  for  appeUant.  No  appearance  for 
appellee.  

No.  185.  WiLKEBSoN  V,  SicHEB.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  £ansas.  De- 
cember 21, 1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  L,  B,  Kellogg  for  appellant.  No  appearance  for 
appellee.  

No.  1059.  Williams  v.  Clancy.  Error  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  Washington.  November  6,  1893: 
Docketed  and  dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  H.  /. 
May  for  defendants  in  error.    No  one  opposing. 


No.  1079.  Williams  v.  Williams.  Error  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  New  York.  February  1,  1894:  Dis- 
missed, per  stipulation.  Mr.  Benjamin  F.  Tracy  for  plain- 
tiff in  error.     Mr.  Austen  G.  Fox  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  390.  Wood  v.  Corry  Water  Works  Compahtt.  Appeal 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Westera 
District  of  Pennsylvania.  January  19,  1894:  Dismissed,  with 
costs,  on  motion  of  counsel  for  appellants.  Mr.  Samuel  Dick- 
son and  Mr.  Richard  C.  Dale  for  appellants.  Mr.  JoKm 
Mc  Cleave  for  appellees. 

No.  1037.  WuNDERLE  V.  WuNDERLE.  ErroF  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  Illinois.  October  10, 1893 :  Dismissed, 
with  costs,  on  motion  of  Mr.  WiUiam  A.  McKenney  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error.  Mr.  WiUiam  A.  McKenney  for  plaintiffs  in 
error.    Mr.  Daniel  D.  GoodeU  for  defendant  in  error. 


No.  419.    Yee  Ah  Sheen  v.  United  States.     Appeal  from 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern  Dis- 
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trict  of  California.  October  23,  1893 :  Dismissed,  on  author- 
ity of  counsel  for  appellant,  on  motion  of  Mr,  Solicitor  General 
for  appellee.  Mr,  K  B.  StonehiU  and  Mr.  William  H.  Lamar 
tor  appellant.    Mr.  Attorney  General  for  appellee. 


No.  825.  Young  v.  Jaokson.  Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York. 
March  22,  1894 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  Edv)vn  H.  Brown  for  -appellants.  Mr.  George  W. 
Brown^  Jr.^  and  Mr.  jRcJUn  M.  Morgam,  for  appellee. 


No.  1109.  Yung  Shea  v.  UNriKD  States.  Appeal  from  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Michigan.  January  29,  1894:  Docketed  and  dismissed, 
on  motion  of  Mr.  Solicitor  General  for  appellee.  No  one 
opposing.  

No.  146.  Zimmerman  v.  Oltveb.  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  District  of  Texas.  De- 
cember 4, 1893 :  Dismissed,  with  costs,  pursuant  to  the  10th 
rule.  Mr.  C.  W.  Ogden,  Mr.  S.  M.  Ellis  and  Mr.  William  A. 
McEenney  for  plaintiflf  in  error.  No  appearance  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 


SuMMABY  Statement  op  Business  op  the  Supreme  Coubt  op 
THE  United  States  fob  Ogtobeb  Tebm^  1893. 


Original  Docket. 


Number  of  cases 10 

Number  of  cases  disposed  of 3 

Leaving  undisposed  of *7 


Appellate  Docket. 

Number  of  cases  on  the  appellate  docket  at  the  close  of 

the  October  Term,  1892,  not  disposed  of 934 

Number  of  cases  docketed  during  October  Term,  1893     .     .      280 

Total mi 

Number  of  cases  disposed  of  October  Term,  1893    ....      500 

Number  of  cases  remaining  undisposed  of,  showing  a  reduc- 
tion of  220  cases 714 
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SOME  CASES  NOT  HITHERTO  REPORTED  IN 

FULL. 

VOL.  CUV— M 
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SOME  CASES  NOT  HITHERTO  REPORTED  IN 

FULL. 

Thb  Centennial  Appendix,  at  the  end  of  Volume  131,  contained 
two  tables  of  omitted  cases.  In  the  first  table  the  cases  were 
reported  in  full.  The  second  contained  only  a  list  of  cases,  term 
by  term  [see  pages  ccxx  to  ccxxxi],  in  which  opinions  were  given 
which  were  supposed  to  decide  the  case  on  the  facts;  or  on  the 
authority  of  some  case  referred  to;  or  in  which  the  decision  was 
made  partly  on  the  facts  and  partly  on  such  authority;  or  in  which 
judgment  was  entered  either  on  the  stipulation  of  the  parties,  or 
for  incompleteness  of  the  record,  or  for  non-compliance  with  the 
rules  of  court.  It  was  assumed  that  it  was  not  worth  while  to 
occupy  the  space  necessary  to  report  these  cases  in  full.  The  fact 
that  two  or  three  of  them  have  been  referred  to  in  opinions  of  the 
court,  since  rendered,  shows  that  this  assumption  was  not  well 
founded,  and  calls  upon  the  reporter  now  to  print  them  in  f ulL 


UNITED  STATES  u  HARRISON. 

▲PPEAIi  FBOM  THB   DI8TBICT  COURT   OP   THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE  EASTERN   DISTRICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 

No.  ia8.    Sabmltted  April  21, 1862.  —  Decided  April  28, 1862. 

The  evidence  and  principles  decided  in  this  case  are  the  same  In  substance 
with  those  in  United  States  v.  Philadelphia,  11  How.  609. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Taney  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appellees  in  this  case  claim  title  to  the  land  in  question 
under  certain  instruments  of  writing  executed  by  the  Baron  Caron- 
delet  in  favor  of  the  Baron  Bastrop  in  1796  and  1797,  which  are 
fully  set  out  in  the  case  of  The  United  States  v.  The  Cities  of 
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Philadelphia  and  New  Orleans^  reported  in  11  How.  609.  It  was 
decided  in  that  case  that  these  instruments  of  writing  did  not  oon- 
vey  to  the  Baron  Bastrop  a  title  to  the  lands  therein  described. 
,  The  decree  in  this  case  in  fetvor  of  the  appellees  must  therefore  be 
reversed  and  a  mandate  issued  directing  the  District  Court  to  enter 
a  decree  in  favor  of  the  United  States  and  dismiss  the  petition. 
This  case  not  to  be  reported,  the  evidence  and  principles  decided 
being  the  same  in  substance  with  the  case  referred  to  in  11  Howard's 
Beports*  Bevend 

Mr.  Attorney  General  for  appellant. 
No  appearance  for  appellees. 


UNITED  STATES  v.   CARR£RE. 
UNITED  STATES  v.   GBAFTON. 

APPEALS   FBOM  THB  DI8TBIGT   OOUBT   OF   THE  UNITED  STATES  FOB 
THE   EASTERN   DISTRICT  OF   LOUISIANA. 

Not.  78  and  80.    Sabmltted  Mareh  1, 1858 Decided  Max«h  8, 1858L 

Reversed  upon  the  authority  of  United  States  v.  Philadelphia  A  New  OriMM. 
11  How.  609. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Taney  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  appellees  in  these  two  cases  claim  title  under  an  instrument 
of  writing  which  they  allege  was  a  grant  by  the  Spanish  authorities 
to  the  Baron  de  Bastrop.  In  the  case  of  The  United  States  v.  7%b 
Cities  of  Philadelphia  and  New  Orleans  and  Livingston  and  Cd- 
lender's  Heirs,  reported  in  11  How.  609,  the  court  decided  that  this 
instrument  of  writing  conveyed  no  title  to  the  Baron  de  Bastrop; 
and  consequently  the  petitioners  can  derive  no  title  to  themseires 
under  it. 

The  decree  in  each  of  these  cases  must  therefore  be  reversed  and 
a  mandate  issued  to  the  Circuit  Court,  directing  the  petitions  to 
be  dismissed.  Reversed. 

Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  for  appellant. 

No  appearance  for  appellees. 
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STEAMBOAT  NIAGARA  v.  VAN  PELT. 

APPBAIi    FBOM    THB    CIRCUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE   SOUTHERN   DISTRICT  OF   NEW   YORK. 
No.  60.    Stipulation  to  dltmiM  filed  December  11, 1854.  <-  Decided  Febraory  15, 1855. 
This  case  is  dismissed  in  accordance  with  the  stipulation  of  counsel. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Tanet  annotuiced  the  decree  of  the  court. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the  record 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  Dis- 
trict of  New  York,  and  it  appearing  to  the  court  here  by  a  stipula- 
tion on  file,  signed  by  the  counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  that 
the  matters  in  controversy  had  been  agreed  and  settled  between 
them,  and  that  the  case  should  be  dismissed  without  costs  to  either 
party  as  against  the  other,  it  is,  thereupon,  now  here  ordered  and 
decreed  by  this  court  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
dismissed,  and  that  each  party  pay  their  own  costs  in  this  court. 

Mr.  Alexander  Hamilton^  Jr.y  for  appellants. 
Jfr. Marsh  for  appellees. 


COGGESHALL  v.   HARTSHORN. 

APPEAL   FBOM    THB    CIBCUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 

THE   DISTBIGT    OF   MASSACHUSETTS. 

No.  00.    StipuUtion  to  reverae  filed  December  12, 1856.  —  Decided  December  12, 1856. 

A  decree  is  entered  by  consent  of  parties,  modifying  the  decree  of  the 
court  below. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Taney  announced  the  decree  of  the  court. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the  record 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Massachusetts  and  on  the  stipulation  filed  by  the  counsel  of  the 
respective  parties  that  the  following  decree  should  be  entered,  on 
consideration  whereof,  and  on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Curtis,  of  counsel 
for  the  appellants,  it  is  now  here  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
that  so  much  of  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  as  required  pay- 
ment by  the  appellants  to  the  appellees  of  the  sum  of  six  thousand 
nine  hundred  and  forty-five  dollars  and  sixty-three  cents  and 
interest  thereon  as  profits,  and  six  hundred  and  ninety-one  dollars 
and  seventy-nine  cents  as  costs,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby. 
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reversed;  and  that  so  much  of  the  said  decree  as  relates  to  an 
injunction  restraining  the  appellants,  their  agents  and  serrants 
and  assigns,  from  using  certain  patterns  and  stoves  therein  men- 
tioned be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  affirmed  and  the  injunction  made 
perpetual;  and  that  the  said  Circuit  Court  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby,  directed  to  enter  a  full  satisfaction  of  all  damages  and 
costs  in  this  cause.  And  it  is  further  ordered  and  decreed  by  this 
court  that  neither  party  take  any  costs  in  this  or  the  Circuit  Conrt 
in  this  cause.  Affirmed  in  part  and  reversed  in  part. 

Mr.  O.  T.  Curtis  for  appellants. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Loring  for  appellees. 


WATTERSON  V.  PAYNE.  I 

ERBOB  TO   THE  CIRCUIT    COURT   OP   THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB  THE 

EASTERN    DISTBICT    OF   LOUISIANA.  j 

No.  56.    Submitted  February  1, 1858.  —  Dedded  Febnury  24, 1858. 

It  appearing  that  this  cause  was  brought  here  for  delay  only,  the  conrt 

dismisses  it  on  motion  of  the  defendant  in  error,  and  awards  damages  at  ! 

the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  a  year. 

A  motion  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  after  the  entry  of  such  jadgmeot  | 

to  appear  and  for  leave  to  file  a  brief  comes  too  late. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion.  I 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Taney  announced  the  following  judgment  | 

of  the  court :  j 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the  record 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Louisiana,  and  was  argued  by  counsel.  On  consideration 
whereof,  it  appearing  to  this  court  that  this  cause  has  been  brought 
to  this  court  solely  for  the  purpose  of  delay,  it  is  thereupon  now 
here  ordered  and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
said  Circuit  Court  (which  on  the  8th  day  of  December,  1855, 
the  date  on  which  it  was  signed,  amounted  to  93967.82,  including 
the  principal  and  interest  to  said  date)  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
affirmed,  with  costs,  in  both  this  and  said  Circuit  Court,  and  dam- 
ages at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum  on  said  93967.82,  from 
said  8th  December,  1856,  to  this  24th  day  of  February,  1858,  and 
without  any  further  damages  or  interest  upon  either  the  judgment 
of  the  said  Circuit  Court  or  this  court.  And  it  is  further  ordered 
and  adjudged  by  this  court,  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby,  remanded  to  the  said  Circuit  Courts  with  directions  to  issue 
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an  execution  in  favor  of  the  said  Andrew  M.  Payne  and  against  the 
said  George  W.  Watterson  for  the  sum  of  $4845.16  (being  the 
amount  of  the  aforesaid  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit  Court,  together 
with  the  damages  thereon,  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  centum  per  annum, 

as  aforesaid)  and  for  9 ,  the  costs  laid  out  and  expended  by 

the  said  Andrew  M.  Payne  in  this  case  in  this  court,  and  also  for 
the  costs  in  this  case  in  the  said  Circuit  Court. 

Affirmance  ao  ordered. 
Mr.  benjamin  for  defendant  in  error. 

Ko  appearance  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

April  12, 1858,  Mb.  Chief  Justice  Taney  announced  the  follow- 
ing order  of  the  court: 

A  motion  is  made  at  the  present  session  of  the  court  by  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  open  the  judgment  in  this  <5ase,  to 
enable  him  to  file  a  brief  or  printed  argument. 

The  case  was  brought  up  to  this  court  and  entered  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error  on  the  docket  at  December  Term,  1856.  The  defendant 
in  error  appeared  at  that  term,  but  no  appearance  was  entered  for 
the  plaintiff.  At  the  late  session  of  the  court  at  the  present  term 
the  case  was  reached  in  the  regular  order  of  the  docket  and  called 
for  trial  on  the  first  day  of  February.  The  defendant  in  error 
appeared  and  submitted  the  case  on  a  printed  brief, — no  counsel 
appearing  on  behalf  of  plaintiff.  The  judgment  of  the  court  was 
not  delivered  until  Wednesday,  February  24,  and  the  court  con- 
tinued in  session  until  Friday,  the  26th,  when  it  adjourned  to  the 
first  Monday  in  this  month;  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  adjournment 
no  api>earance  had  been  entered  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  nor  any 
motion  made  to  the  court  in  his  behalf. 

Under  such  circumstances,  a  motion  at  the  present  session  to 
open  the  judgment  and  permit  a  printed  brief  or  argument  in  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  comes  too  late,  according  to  the  rules  and 
practice  of  this  court,  and  is  therefore  Overruled. 

Mr.  Bradley  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  Benjamin  for  defendant  in  error. 


UNITED  STATES  v.  OSIO. 

APPEAL  FBOM  THE  DISTRICT   COURT   OP    THE   UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE  NORTHERN   DISTRICT  OP   CALIFORNIA. 

No.  74.    Argued  PebrtiAry  18, 1860.  —  Deeldod  March  12, 1860. 

Two  records  from  the  court  below  being  docketed  here  in  the  same  case 

and  one  being  heard  and  disposed  of  by  decree  of  reversal,  the  second 

is  dismissed. 
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The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Clifford  announced  the  following  order: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  District  Court  for  the 
Northern  District  of  Calif omia,  affirming  a  decree  of  the  Land 
Commissioners. 

On  examination  of  the  transcript  we  find  it  is  the  same  case  as 
the  preceding  in  which  the  opinion  has  been  delivered  reyeising 
the  decree  of  the  District  Court — by  some  mistake  two  transcripts 
of  the  record  were  taken  out  in  the  court  below,  and  each  has  been 
docketed  in  this  court. 

Accordingly,  the  case  is  dismissed,  but  no  procedendo  will  issue 
to  the  District  Court.  Dumused. 

Mr.  Attoitiey  CfeneraX  for  appellant. 

No  appearance  for  appellee. 


RICHARDSON  v.  LAWRENCE  COUNTY. 

CERTIFICATE  OF  PIYISION  IK  OPINION  FBOM  THE  CIBCUIT  COUBT 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR  THE  WESTERN  DISTRICT  OF  PXNN- 
STLVANIA. 

No.  100.    8obmittedJMiiArylS,lS64.—I>Mided  January  SS,186A. 

Woods  v.  Lavrrence  County,  1  Black,  8S6,  affirmed  and  applied  to  this  case.  ^ 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Grier  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  certificate  of  division  of  opinion  by  the  judges  of  the  Gir> 
cuit  Court  in  this  case  is  liable  to  the  objection  that  one  of  the 
points  submits  the  whole  case.  The  first  two  present^  in  fact,  bat 
a  single  proposition^  arising  on  the  special  verdict. 

The  law  authorizing  the  issue  of  the  bonds  bj  the  county,  re- 
quired that  the  railroad  company  should  not  sell  them  at  less  than 
par  value.  The  verdict  finds  that  they  were  sold  by  the  railroad 
company  for  sixty-four  cents  in  the  dollar^  and  submits  to  the  conrt 
whether  the  judgment  should  be  for  the  interest  at  the  par  value  of 
the  bonds,  or  for  only  sixty-four  per  cent.  On  this  point  the  coart 
was  divided,  and  the  question  is  properly  presented  by  the  certifi- 
cate of  division. 

8ince  this  case  was  certified,  that  of  Woods  v.  Lamrtnos  OowUif, 
1  Black,  386,  was  argued  at  length  by  learned  counsel  and  carefully 
considered  by  this  court.  The  report  of  that  case  shows  that  all 
the  questions  that  could  arise  in  this  case  were  decided  in  that    It 
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was  there  decided  that  the  right  of  the  holder  of  these  bonds  and 
coupons  to  recover  their  par  value  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
the  railroad  company  to  whom  they  were  given  paid  them  out  to 
contractors  for  sixty-four  cents  in  the  dollar. 

The  clerk  will  therefore  certify  to  the  Circuit  Court  that  the 
motion  of  plaintiff  ^^to  enter  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  his  behalf 
for  the  sum  of  9864  with  interest,  from  November  14,  1861/' 
ought  to  be  granted. 

This  will  dispose  of  the  whole  case.  So  answered. 

Mr.  J.  Knox  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  R.  B.  McOomhe  and  Mr.  Lewis  Taylor  for  defendant. 


UNITED  STATES  v.  HALLOCK. 

APPEAL   FBOM   THE  DISTRICT  COURT    OF    THE   UNITED   STATES    FOB 

THE  SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   FLORIDA. 

No.  118.    Sabmitted  January  25, 1864. —Decided  February  8, 1864. 

A  French  vessel  leaving  France  for  New  Orleans  in  May,  1861,  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  blockade,  and  obtaining  fnll  knowledge  of  the  same  at  the 
Bahamas,  continued  its  voyage  and  attempted  to  enter  that  port.  Helch 
that  It  was  subject  to  capture,  and  that  so  mnch  of  the  cargo  as  belonged 
to  citizens  of  New  Orleans  was  subject  to  condemnation  as  enemy's 
property,  and  so  much  as  belonged  to  citizens  of  New  York  to  con- 
demnation for  illicit  trading  with  the  enemy. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Gbieb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  questions  which  affect  the  decision  of  this  case  have  all  been 
before  this  court  in  the  "prize  cases"  decided  at  last  term,  and 
reported  in  2  Black,  665. 

On  the  7th  of  July,  1861,  the  bark  Pilgrim  was  attempting  to 
enter  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  but  ran  aground  in  the  night  near 
Pass  k  rOutre  and  was  captured  by  the  blockading  vessels  of  the 
United  States. 

She  had  left  Bordeaux,  in  France,  about  the  8th  of  May,  after 
the  news  of  the  blockade  of  the  southern  ports  had  reached  that 
place,  and  the  American  Consul  would  give  no  more  papers  to 
vessels  bound  for  southern  ports.  In  passing  the  Bahamas  she  had 
full  information  of  the  blockade.  The  master  persisted,  however, 
to  continue  his  voyage  and  attempt  to  enter  the  x)ort  of  New 
Orleans,  till  arrested  by  the  blockading  ships. 

The  cargo  was  consigned  to  owners   in  New  Orleans.     Two- 
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thirds  of  the  vessel  belonged  to  citizens  of  New  Orleans,  the  other 
third  to  the  master  and  another,  citizens  of  New  York  and  Con- 
necticut. The  cargo  and  two-thirds  of  the  vessel  were  liable  to 
confiscation  as  '^  enemy's  property/'  and  the  remainder  for  illicit 
trading  with  the  enemy. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  therefore  reversed,  and  leoord 
remitted  with  directions  to  enter  a  decree  in  conformity  to  this 
opinion.  Hevened. 

Mr,  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  Charles  Eames  for  the  appellants. 


UNITED  STATES  v.   OLVERA. 

APPEAL   FKOM   THE   DISTRICT    COURT   OP    THE    UNITED   STATES   FOB 
THE   SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   CALIFORNIA. 

No.  U9.    Argued  Febraary  19, 1864.  —  Decided  March  7, 1804. 

Proceedings  to  obtain  a  Mexican  grant  in  California  commenced  in  1845  and 
diligently  prosecuted  up  to  May,  1847,  when  judgment  is  rendered  in  the 
applicant's  favor,  and  title  issues  to  him,  are  lield  to  be  binding  upon  the 
United  States,  in  the  absence  of  fraud. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  California. 

The  case  involves  the  title  to  six  square  leagues  of  land,  known 
by  the  name  of  Los  Alamos  and  Agua  Caliente,  in  the  county  of 
Los  Angeles,  under  a  Mexican  grant  dated  27th  May,  1846.  It 
was  accompanied  by  a  map  designating  the  out-boundaries  of  the 
tract.  Proceedings  before  the  Governor,  with  a  view  to  obtain  the 
grant,  commenced  as  early  as  the  21st  August,  1845.  On  that  day 
the  claimants  applied  to  have  the  Governor  declare  the  land 
vacant,  notwithstanding  a  previous  grant  to  one  Don  Pedro  Carillo^ 
as  he  had  failed  to  comply  with  any  of  its  conditions.  In  pursu- 
ance of  this  application,  Carillo  was  called  twice  before  the  alcalde 
to  explain  the  reason  of  his  neglect,  and  on  the  6th  September, 
1845,  at  his  own  solicitation,  seven  months  were  allowed  him  within 
which  to  furnish  the  Governor  with  a  satisfactory  explanation. 
After  the  expiration  of  this  time,  and  no  explanation  having  been 
furnished  by  Carillo,  on  the  27th  May,  1846,  the  Governor  declared 
that,  taking  into  consideration  the  seven  months  granted  to  citizen 
Pedro  Carillo  to  stock  the  land  granted  to  him  in  conformity  within 
the  colonization  laws,  and  of  the  injury  caiised  to  the  industiy  of 
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the  country  on  account  of  his  not  occupying  it,  the  denunciation 
of  the  tract  of  the  Alamos  and  Agua  Galiente  in  favor  of  the  appli- 
cants may  take  place,  to  whom  the  proper  title  shall  be  issued,  and 
on  the  same  day  a  title  was  issued  to  them  in  due  form. 

The  espediente  embraces  some  dozen  of  documents,  extending 
through  a  period  of  nine  months,  that  is,  from  the  21st  August, 
1845,  to  the  27th  May,  1846,  and  which,  with  the  exception  of  the 
grant  in  form,  were  produced  from  the  public  archives.  The  last 
document  in  the  espediente  and  which  decreed  a  denunciation  of 
the  tract,  directed  that  the  title  should  issue,  and  which  was  issued 
accordingly,  as  we  have  seen,  on  the  same  day.  All  these  docu- 
ments were  produced  and  proved  before  the  board  of  commissioners, 
which  rejected  the  claim  on  the  ground  the  boundaries  of  the  tract 
given  in  the  grant  were  not  specific  enough  to  separate  the  land 
from  the  public  domain,  and  therefore  void  for  uncertainty. 

No  question  was  raised  by  the  governpient  before  the  board  as 
to  the  genuineness  of  the  grant.  Indeed,  the  preliminary  proceed- 
ings growing  out  of  the  steps  necessary  to  be  taken  to  procure  a 
denunciation  of  the  land  as  vacant,  would  seem  to  repel  any  sus- 
picion of  fraud  against  this  government  in  making  the  grant. 

In  this  connection  it  may  not  be  improper  to  refer  historically 
to  the  fact,  that  the  grant  of  this  tract  to  Carillo  was  made  by 
Governor  Micheltorena,  October  2d,  1843.  He  presented  his  claim 
before  the  1x)ard  of  commissioners,  24th  December,  1852,  which 
was  registered  on  23d  January,  1854,  and  on  appeal  to  the  district 
court,  dismissed  for  failure  to  prosecute  it,  10th  August,  1860. 
(See  Appx.  p.  68,  No.  498,  Hoffman's  Land  Cases.) 

It  is  true  that  this  grant  is  not  supported  by  any  possession  or 
occupation  by  the  claimants  prior  to  their  application  to  the  Gover- 
nor, nor,  indeed,  could  it  have  been,  as  it  is  founded  upon  a 
denunciation  of  the  previous  grant  to  Carillo,  and  the  war  existing 
between  Mexico  and  this  government  at  the  time,  and  which  soon 
afterwards  resulted  in  the  acquisition  of  the  country,  prevented  the 
possession  and  occupation  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  grant. 
There  might  be  difficulty  in  supx)orting  this  claim  in  the  absence 
of  possession  and  occupation  if  it  stood,  simply,  upon  the  title  of 
the  Governor  of  the  27th  May,  1846.  But  the  proceedings  to 
obtain  it  commenced  in  1845,  and  were  pursued  diligently  till  the 
27th  May,  1846.  They  were  instituted,  not  to  obtain  a  grant  of  a 
portion  of  the  public  domain,  but  to  obtain  a  denunciation  of  a 
title  to  a  tract  already  granted,  and  in  this  respect  the  claim  stands 
upon  a  different  footing  from  most  of  these  Mexican  grants.     The 
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only  questions  that  can  well  be  raised  are^  whether  or  not  the 
documentary  evidence  is  genuine;  and,  second,  whether  it  is 
competent  to  convey  the  title.  The  idea  of  antedating  the  doca- 
ments  would  seem  to  be  repelled  by  the  character  of  the  proceed- 
ings, running  through  a  period  of  nine  months,  as  well  as  from  the 
fact  that  Garillo,  and  not  the  Mexican  or  American  government,  had 
the  chief  interest  in  them.  Certainly  it  would  be  a  very  forced 
conclusion  to  predicate  a  fraud  upon  the  American  government  in 
the  denunciation  of  Garillo's  title,  and  the  re-grant  of  it  to  these 
claimants,  which  is  all  that  there  is  of  the  case. 

Decree  of  the  Dtstrict  Court  affimei. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  John  A.  WeUa  for  appellants. 

Mr.  John  B.  WxUiams  for  appellees. 


MILWAUKEE  AND  MINNESOTA  BAILBOAD  CO.  v. 
SOUTTER. 

APPEAL   FROM   THE   DI8TBI0T   COUBT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOR 
THE   DISTRICT   OF  WISCONSIN. 

No.  267.    Argued  FebnMry  1-0, 1864.  —  Decided  February  2S,  188*. 

The  removal  or  appointment  of  a  receiver  rests  in  the  sonnd  discretton  of 
the  court  making  the  order,  and  is  not  revisable  here. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  court  below  overmling  a 
motion  on  the  part  of  the  Milwaukee  and  Minnesota  Bailroad 
Company,  the  appellants,  to  remove  the  receiver  in  possession  of 
the  La  Crosse  and  Milwaukee  Eailroad,  and  put  the  petitionee  in 
the  possession  and  control  of  the  eastern  division,  extending  from 
Milwaukee  to  Portage;  and  which  order  overruled,  also,  an  applica- 
tion in  behalf  of  the  applicants  to  remove  the  Milwaukee  and 
St.  Paul  Railway  Company  from  the  possession  and  control  of  this 
division,  which  had  been  given  to  them  by  a  previous  order  of  the 
court,  under  date  of  June  12,  1863.  These  applications  by  the 
appellants  were  made  in  a  suit  of  foreclosure  of  what  is  known  as 
the  second  mortgage  upon  the  road  given  to  secure  the  bondholders. 

A  receiver  had  been  appointed  in  the  cause  at  the  instance  of 
the  complainants,  and  his  powers  were  subsequently  modified  by 
the  court,  so  as  to  let  in  the  Milwaukee  and  St.  Paul  Company  to 
run  the  road  and  manage  its  affairs  under  the. direction  of  the  court 
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A  decree  had  been  rendered  by  the  court  in  the  foreclosure  suit, 
previous  to  these  motions,  in  favor  of  the  complainants,  from  which 
they  had  taken  an  appeal,  and  which  appeal,  as  has  been  decided 
at  this  term,  had  the  effect  to  suspend  the  execution  of  the  decree 
of  the  court  below  and  all  proceedings  under  it,  except  such  as 
might  be  necessary  for  the  preservation  and  security  of  the  subject 
of  litigation.  But  without  inquiring  whether  the  court  below^ 
after  the  appeal,  had  any  authority  to  entertain  the  motions  of  the 
appellant,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  the  order  made  in  disposing  of 
them  is  not  the  subject  of  an  appeal.  The  removal  or  appointment 
of  a  receiver,  which,  in  effect,  was  the  object  of  the  motions,  rested 
in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  decision  is  not 
revisable  here. 

We  should  add  that  the  decision  already  given  in  this  cause  at 
the  present  term,  holding  that  the  foreclosure  suit  pending  in  the 
District  Court  at  the  passage  of  the  act  extending  the  circuit  court 
system  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  transferred  it  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Circuit,  is,  of  itself,  conclusive  against  this  appeal. 

The  appeal  is  dismissed. 

Mr.  M.  H.  Carpenter  for  appellants. 

Mr.  N.  A.  Cowdry  and  Mr.  N.  J.  Emmons  for  appellee. 


MILWAUKEE  AND  MINNESOTA  RAILROAD  CO.  v. 
SOUTTER. 

APPEAL   FBOM  THE  DISTRICT   COURT   OP    THE   UNITED   STATES    FOR 
THE   DISTRICT   OP   WISCONSIN. 

No.  288.    Argued  Febmary  1-0, 1864. —Decided  Fobruary  23, 1864. 

Milwaukee  4b  Minnesota  BaUroad  Co.  v.  SouUer,  ante,  540,  tollowed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  in  the  suit  of  Soutter  and 
Bronson,  trustees  of  the  second  mortgage  bonds  of  the  La  Crosse 
and  Milwaukee  Railroad  Company,  against  the  mortgagor  and 
others,  including  the  appellants,  as  defendants,  in  the  court  below, 
for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  The  appellants  made  a  motion 
in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  Wisconsin,  in  which 
the  suit  was  pending,  for  an  order  discharging  the  receiver  that 
had  been  previously  appointed  at  the  instance  of  the  complainants, 
and  to  put  the  petitioners  and  present  appellants  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  eastern  division  of  the  road,  with  its  appurtenances,  to 
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be  run  under  their  superintendence  and  control  pending  the  suit 
of  the  foreclosure. 

A  like  motion  was  made  in  the  suit  on  the  same  day  before  the 
United  States  District  Couxt^  there  being  some  doubt  expressed, 
whether,  under  the  act  of  Congress,  July  15,  1862,  extending  the 
circuit  court  system  to  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  and  the  amendment 
of  the  same,  March  3,  1863,  (12  St.  at  Large,  pp.  667-807,)  the 
foreclosure  suit  then  pending  in  the  District  Court  had  been  trans- 
ferred to  the  Circuit.  This  court  have  decided  at  the  present  term 
that  the  suit  had  been  thus  transferred.  The  motion  in  the  District 
Court  was  denied,  and  an  appeal  taken  to  this  court,  which  we  have 
just  disposed  of. 

The  motion  in  the  circuit,  which  is  now  before  us  on  appeal,  was 
also  denied,  and  we  need  only  say  that  one  of  the  grounds  for 
dismissing  the  appeal  in  the  previous  case  is  applicable  to  this, 
namely,  that  the  order,  in  effect,  refusing  to  remove  a  receiver  and 
to  appoint  another,  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  courts  and 
which  is  therefore  not  the  subject  of  an  appeal. 

The  appeal  is  therefore  dismissed- 

Mr,  M,  H,  Carpenter  for  appellant. 

Mr.  N.  A.  Cowdry  and  Mr.  N.  J.  Emmons  for  appellee. 


MERRIAM  V.  HAAS. 

APPEAL   FBOM   THE  DISTRICT   COUBT   OF  THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB 

THE  DISTRICT   OF   MINNESOTA. 

No.  77.    Argaed  and  aobinltted  December  28, 1M4.  ~  Decided  Jeanaxy  tt,  1865. 

A  loan  was  negotiated  through  a  banker,  who  received  the  money  from  the 
lender,  and  failed  before  the  borrower  called  for  it  JJekZ,  on  the  facts 
disclosed  by  the  proof,  that  he  held  it  as  the  agent  of  the  borrower. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Milleb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  for  six  thousand  dollars, 
given  to  secure  a  loan  of  money.  It  is  conceded  that  at  the  time 
the  mortgage  was  executed  and  delivered,  only  four  thousand  dol- 
lars of  the  loan  were  received  by  defendant;  it  being  stipulated 
that  the  remaining  two  thousand  dollars  were  to  be  advanced  when 
defendant  should  finish  a  building  on  the  lot  conveyed  by  the  mort- 
gage, and  cause  it  to  be  insured  for  the  benefit  of  plaintiff. 

The  loan  was  negotiated  in  some  part  through  the  banking  house 
of  Caldwell  &  Co.,  of  St.  Paul,  where  the  defendant  resided. 
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On  the  30th  day  of  July,  the  defendant  brought  to  Caldwell  & 
Co.  the  policy  of  insarance,  and  satisfied  them  that  the  condition 
on  which  he  was  to  receive  the  last  two  thousand  dollars  had  been 
complied  with,  and  Caldwell  &  Co.  drew  on  plaintiff  residing  in 
Boston,  for  that  sum,  and  the  draft  was  duly  honored. 

On  the  9th  day  of  August,  Caldwell  &  Co.  failed,  without  having 
paid  over  the  money  to  defendant;  and  the  sole  question  in  the  case 
is,  for  which  of  the  parties  to  this  suit  did  they  hold  the  money  at 
the  time  of  their  failure. 

It  is  a  mere  question  of  the  weight  of  testimony,  and  we  are  not 
able  to  see  that  any  principle  can  be  settled  or  illustrated  by  its 
discussion.  It  is  perhaps  sufficient  to  say  that  the  testimony 
satisfies  us  that  the  money  was  held  by  the  bankers  as  a  deposit  to 
the  credit  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  knew  and  so  understood  it 
before  their  failure. 

We  will  mention  only  a  few  of  the  reasons  which  induce  this 
belief.  Caldwell,  one  of  the  banking  firm,  testifies  that  it  was 
under  the  instruction  and  at  the  request  of  defendant,  that  he  drew 
on  plaintiff  for  the  money;  that  in  doing  so,  he  acted  solely  for 
defendant,  and  that  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  draft,  he  permitted 
defendant  to  check  against  this  money  on  his  bank  for  the  sum  of 
two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  that  in  all  defendant  checked  on 
him  against  that  fund  for  over  eight  hundred  dollars. 

The  clerk  and  bookkeeper  of  Caldwell  &  Co.  testifies,  that  on 
the  day  the  draft  was  drawn,  defendant  was  credited  on  their  books 
for  two  thousand  dollars  on  account  of  said  draft,  and  that  he 
continued  to  draw  it  out  by  checks,  until  they  amounted  to  over 
eight  hundred  dollars,  at  the  day  of  their  failure. 

The  pass-book  of  plaintiff  with  Caldwell  &  Co.  is  produced  by 
himself,  and  shows  a  credit  of  two  thousand  dollars,  dated  August 
30;  but  as  this  was  some  time  after  their  failure,  and  after  they  had 
had  this  pass-book  in  their  hands,  it  is  evidently  a  mistake  as  to 
date.  The  clerk  above  mentioned  says  it  was  intended  for  August 
1,  as  the  arrangement  was  made  on  Saturday,  July  30,  after  bank- 
ing hours,  and  it  was  his  custom  to  carry  such  transactions  on  the 
books  of  the  next  business  day.  This  explanation  seems  reason- 
able, and  as  he  swears  that  it  conforms  to  the  memorandum  on  his 
blotter,  we  see  no  reason  to  doubt  it.  The  checks  are  shown  which 
defendant  drew  between  July  30  and  August  9,  and  it  is  not  denied 
that  unless  drawn  against  this  money,  the  defendant  was  over- 
drawing his  account.  No  proof  is  offered  of  any  agreement  or 
customary  dealing  by  which  he  was  authorized  to  do  this. 
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These  facts  leave  no  doubt  on  our  minds  that  the  money  must  be 
considered  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  of  Caldwell  &  Co.,  a 
credit  of  the  defendant  with  them^  with  his  knowledge  and  consent 
and  the  loss  must  be  his. 
The  decree  of  the  District  Court  is  therefore 
Reve7*sed  with  costs,  and  the  case  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  District  of  MinnesotOj  with  directions  to  enter  a  decree  m 
conformity  with  this  opinion, 

Mr,  Lorenzo  AUis  for  appellant. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Carlisle  and  Mr.  C.  D.  OUfOlan  for  appellee. 


UNITED  STATES  v.  DE  HABO. 
MAHONEY,  Intervenor,  v.  UNITED  STATES. 

APPEALS   FROM  THE  DISTRICT   COURT   OF   THE  UNITED  STATES  FOE 
THE  NORTHERN   DISTRICT  OF   CALIFORNIA. 

No«. 81  and  14A.    ArgoedD6c«nb6r27uid38,1886.—I>eaidedJaaiiM7 1ft,  1868. 

A  plat  made  in  1868  of  land  adjudged  to  be  covered  by  a  Mexican  grant* 
and  confirmed  in  1862,  is  sustained  as  the  correct  designation  of  the 
property  covered  by  the  grant 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Grier  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  only  question  on  these  cases  is,  as  to  the  location  of  the  half 
league  confirmed  to  the  heirs  of  De  Haro.  The  boundaries  as 
described  in  the  disefio  annexed  to  the  grants  would  include  a  much 
larger  quantity;  all  of  which  was  claimed  by  the  heirs.  The  Dis- 
trict Court,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  board  of  commissioners, 
confirmed  their  title  to  the  extent  only  of  ^^half  a  square  league^ 
being  one  league  from  north  to  south  and  half  a  league  from  east  to 
west  J  to  be  located  according  to,  and  within  the  calls  of,  the  original 
grant,  &c.,  regard  being  had  to  the  occupation  of  the  original 
grantee  and  the  ancestor  of  the  present  claimant. '' 

While  the  case  was  pending  before  the  board,  a  preliminary  sur- 
vey was  made,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  heirs,  by  the  surveyor 
general.  This  survey  exhibited  a  plat  not  only  of  the  outside 
boundary  of  the  disefio,  but  also  those  of  the  half  league  selected 
out  of  the  whole,  in  case  they  could  get  no  more.  In  1853  the 
surveyor  caused  the  sobrante  or  overplus  land  outside  of  the  half 
league  to  be  surveyed  into  sections  as  public  lands.  These  sections 
have  been  settled  and  improved  by  parties  claiming  under  the 
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government.  On  the  18th  June,  1862,  the  District  Court,  after 
a  full  hearing  of  the  parties,  ordered  a  survey  to  be  made  in  accord- 
ance with  the  election  of  the  claimants  made  in  1853,  ''as  evidenced 
by  the  plat  of  a  survey  of  said  lands  by  Leander  Kansom,  United 
States  deputy  surveyor,"  &c.  The  question  whether  such  aa 
election  had  been  made  was  disputed,  and  fully  examined  by  the 
court,  as  is  shown  by  the  opinion  of  the  learned  judge  on  the  record. 
His  reasons  for  the  conclusion  he  arrived  at  need  not  be  repeated. 
Suffice  it  to  say,  they  fully  demonstrate  the  correctness  of  the 
order  made  by  the  court. 

The  survey  of  Bansom  conformed  to  all  the  calls  of  the  decree, 
except  that  it  did  not  include  an  abandoned  improvement  and 
building  once  made  by  Oalindo,  the  original  grantee.  De  Haro, 
who  purchased  from  him,  made  his  settlement  and  possession  on 
another  portion  of  the  tract  described  in  the  diseflo.  He  certainly 
had  a  right  to  do  so;  and  his  heirs,  in  selecting  the  best  land  for 
their  half  league,  had  a  right  to  exclude  the  abandoned  possession 
of  Galindo.  The  land  selected  by  them  included  the  ''actual 
occupation  of  their  ancestor,'-  and  was  in  the  form  prescribed  by 
the  decree  of  the  court.  To  include  the  abandoned  occupation  of 
Galindo,  it  would  not  conform  to  the  other  calls  of  the  decree. 

A  survey,  made  according  to  this  order  or  decree,  ought  to  have 
satisfied  all  parties,  as  it  did  justice  to  all  concerned.  But,  as 
nine  years  had  elapsed  since  the  Hansom  survey  was  made,  the 
state  of  the  country  in  this  region  was  much  changed,  and  a  new 
party  intervened.  Mahoney  had  purchased  the  title  of  the  heirs 
of  De  Haro  and  the  claimants  under  the  United  States  had  made 
valuable  improvements.  If  this  new  party  could  set  aside  the 
selection  made  by  those  under  whom  he  claimed,  and  make  a  new 
selection  covering  the  improvements  made  by  those  claimants,  it 
is  not  doubted  he  could  have  made  a  selection  more  satisfactory  to 
hifMelf,  at  the  expense  of  the  other  claimants. 

Soon  after  the  date  of  this  order  or  decree  of  the  court,  David 
Mahoney  intervenes  and  petitions  the  court  for  a  rehearing.  In 
this  petition  he  impugns  the  decision  of  the  court  as  to  the  Ransom 
survey,  denies  that  it  was  sanctioned  by  the  heirs,  and  alleges 
fraud  in  the  "  sectionizing  "  the  lands  by  the  public  officers. 

The  court,  on  this  petition,  reconsidered  their  decree,  and  made 
another  on  the  27th  of  June,  1863,  according  to  another  survey 
made  on  the  15th  of  June  preceding.  This  survey  is  objected  to 
by  all  the  parties  interested;  by  the  United  States,  because  it 
covers  land  claimed  by  settlers  and  purchasers  from  the  govern- 
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ment;  and,  by  Mahoney,  because  it  does  not  include  more  of  the 
land  so  occupied  and  improred. 

This  change  of  location  is  made,  not  because  the  selection  made 
in  1853  was  not  made  by  consent  of  the  heirs,  or  because  the  fraud 
charged  upon  the  public  officers  was  proved,  or  ought  to  affect  the 
title  of  those  claiming  under  the  government,  but  because  the  land 
selected  by  them  did  not  include  the  abandoned  settlement  made 
by  Galindo. 

Now  if  the  heirs  had  a  right  to  select  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  original  disefio;  if  their  selection  conformed  with  all  the  other 
calls  of  the  decree,  as  to  the  length  and  breadth  of  the  half  league, 
and  included  the  portion  occupied  by  De  Haro,  their  ancestor,  no 
one  had  a  right  to  complain  if  they  rejected  the  abandoned  occupa- 
tion of  Galindo.  A  tract,  one  league  from  north  to  south  and  half 
a  league  from  east  to  west,  including  the  land  occupied  by  De 
Haro,  cannot  be  made  to  include  the  other  calls  of  the  decree. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 

The  order  or  decree  made  on  the  27th  of  June,  1863,  ^auld  be  mt 
aside,  and  that  made  on  the  ISth  day  of  June,  1862,  be  confirmed, 
and  tluU  the  appeal  of  Mahoney  be  dismissed. 

Mr.  Attorney  General,  Mr.  J.  A.  WiUs  and  Mr.  Joseph  H.  Bradky 
for  the  United  States. 

Mr.  J.  S.  Black  and  Mr.  W.  U.  Tompkins  for  De  Haro  et  al.  and 
Mahoney. 

ROGERS  V.  KEOKUK. 

GEBTIFICATB    OP    DIVISION    IN    OPINION   FROM  THE    CIRCUIT  COURT 
OF  THE    UNITED   STATES    FOR   THE    DISTRICT   OF    IOWA. 
No.  M.    Submitted  January  4, 1866.  —  Decided  January  tS,  1886. 

The  legislature  of  Iowa  had  power  to  authorize  the  city  of  Keokuk  to  sob- 
scribe  for  and  take  stock  in  a  railway  company,  to  issue  its  bonds  there- 
for and  to  lay  a  tax  to  pay  the  interest  thereon. 

It  had  also  power  to  give  validity  to  bonds  informally  Issned  for  sock 
purpose. 

A  plaintiff  who  purchases  such  bonds  in  the  open  market  is  not  chargesUe 
with  defects  or  irregularities  in  their  issue. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Grier  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  coart. 

It  might  be  objected  to  the  certificate  of  division  of  opinion  in 
this  case,  that  it  is  a  submission  of  the  whole  case,  first  in  separate 
propositions,  and  afterwards  in  a  point  containing  all  the  rest 
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When  the  case  was  tried  below,  the  questions  on  whioh  it  depends 
had  not  been  deoided  by  this  court,  and  were  considered  doubtful, 
having  received  in  the  courts  of  Iowa  contrary  solutions.  But 
having  since  that  time  been  decided  in  this  court  in  other  cases 
involving  the  same  questions,  we  need  only  refer  to  them  as  con- 
taining answers  to  all  the  questions  necessary  to  the  decision  of 
this  case. 

The  case  of  Odpcke  v.  Duhnquey  1  Wall.  175,  202,  will  afford  an 
answer  to  the  first,  which  is  the  most  important  question  sub- 
mitted, to  wit:  "That  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Iowa  had  the 
X>ower  to  authorize  the  said  municipal  corporation,  the  city  of 
Keokuk,  to  subscribe  for  and  take  stock  in  a  railroad  company  and 
to  issue  its  bonds  in  payment  therefor,  and  to  lay  a  tax  to  pay  the 
interest  upon  said  bonds." 

It  is  not  necessary  to  vindicate  the  correctness  of  this  decision 
by  further  argument. 

2.  The  legislature,  having  such  authority,  the  "act  legalizing 
the  issue  of  county,  city,  and  town  corporation  bonds  in  the  coun- 
ties of  Lee  and  Davis  "  gave  validity  to  said  bonds  notwithstanding 
any  informality  or  illegality  in  their  issuing.  This  is  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  second  and  third  questions  proposed. 

3.  The  plaintiff  having  purchased  the  bonds  in  open  market,  for 
value,  is  not  charged  with  any  defect  or  irregularity  in  their  issue. 

The  fifth  and  sixth  questions  proposed  each  include  all  that 
is  presented,  and  need  not  be  answered. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Dick  for  plaintiff. 

No  appearance  for  defendant. 


ROGERS  V.  LEE  COUNTY. 

BBROB  TO   THE  CIRCUIT   COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 
DISTRICT   OF    IOWA. 

No.  96.    Sabmltted  January  4, 1866.  —  Decided  January  82, 1866. 

Reversed  on  the  authority  of  Bogers  v.  Keokuk,  ante,  646. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Grier  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  this  case  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  ''under  the  evi- 
dence the  bonds  issued  were  without  authority  and  were  void." 

The  facts  of  this  case,  and  the  question  of  law  arising  thereon, 
are  the  same  in  substance  as  those  in  the  preceding  case  of  Rogers 
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y.  City  of  Keokuk,  Without  again  repeating  our  reasons— it  is 
ordered,  that  the  judgment  be  leTersed,  and  a  venire  de  novo  be 
awarded.  Reversed, 

Mr.  F.  A,  Dick  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  J,  C.  HaU  for  defendant  in  error. 


DUVALL  V.   UNITED   STATES. 

ERROR   TO   THK  CIRCUIT   COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB  THE 
DISTRICT    OF    MARYLAND. 

No.  14«.    8abmitt«d  March  27, 1866.  —  Decided  April  S,  1M6. 

This  court  affirms  after  the  close  of  the  civil  war,  a  Judgment  condemiiisg 
a  vessel  and  cargo  for  violation  of  the  acts  of  Jaly  18,  1861,  c.  3,  and 
August  6,  1861,  c.  60,  in  transferring  goods  from  Alexandria  to  a  part  of 
Virginia  then  in  a  state  of  insurrection. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Maryland. 

The  United  States  filed  in  the  District  Court  a  libel  of  informa- 
tion against  certain  goods  seized,  as  was  alleged,  in  transit  to  a 
part  of  the  State  of  Virginia,  then  in  insurrection.  The  libel  was 
founded  upon  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  13» 
1861,  chapter  3,  and  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  August  S, 
1861,  chapter  60.  The  plaintiff  in  error  interposed  and  claimed 
the  goods.  A  verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  United 
States. 

Upon  the  trial  several  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  claimant 
The  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court,  and  the  case  is 
now  before  this  court  for  review.  An  elaborate  brief  has  been  filed 
for  the  United  States.  Ko  argument  has  been  submitted  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error.  From  this  we  infer  that  the  exceptions  relied 
upon  in  the  Circuit  Court  have  been  abandoned.  We  have,  however, 
looked  into  them,  and  find  nothing  which  we  deem  erroneous. 

A  motion  has  been  made,  and  fully  argued,  in  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  to  dismiss  the  case,  upon  the  ground  that  the  war 
having  ceased  the  effect  of  that  fact  is  the  same  which  would  have 
followed  the  repeal  of  the  statutes  upon  which  the  prosecution  is 
founded.  That  proposition  was  ruled  adversely  to  the  claimant 
by  this  court  in  the  case  of  The  United  States  v.   The  5cftoo«er 
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Reformy  Baily  and  Penniman  claimants,  decided  at  this   term. 
3  Wall.  617. 

The  subject  was  then  fully  considered.  It  is  sufficient  to  refer 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case  for  an  exposition  of  our 
views,  without  reproducing  the  considerations  which  controlled 
the  decision.  The  judgment  below  is  affirmed  with  costs, 

Mr,  Cfeorge  W,  Dobbin  and  Mr.  WiUiam  Price  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  and  Mr.  A.  S.  Bidgley  for  defendant  in 
error. 


HORBACH   V.   PORTER. 
HORBACH  V.   BROWN. 

APPEALS  FBOM  THE  SUPREME  COUBT  OF  THE  TBRBITOBT  OF 
NBBBASKA. 

Not.  180, 190.    SabmiUed  December  1, 1865.  -.  Decided  December  18. 1866. 

When  two  parties  acquire  title  to  the  same  tract  of  land  from  the  same 
grantor,  if  the  later  grantee  takes  his  deed  with  knowledge  that  the  first 
grantee  is  In  possession  of  the  land,  and  has  enclosed  it,  and  is  cultiyat> 
ing  it,  he  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  all  the  equitable  rights  of  the 
first  grantee  with  which  an  inquiry  would  have  put  him  In  possession. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Milleb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  these  two  cases  the  facts  are  the  same,  and  the  questions 
suggested  by  the  records  are  exclusively  questions  of  fact. 

It  is  charged  in  the  bill  that  Horbach,  one  of  the  defendants, 
having  sold  the  land  which  is  the  subject  of  the  controversy,  and 
received  the  consideration  for  it,  afterwards  caused  the  equitable 
title  under  which  he  then  claimed  to  be  set  aside  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  procured  a  patent  to  himself,  for  the  land  thus 
sold;  and  that  he  then  conveyed  the  land  to  Wiggins,  his  co- 
defendant  in  these  suits. 

The  plaintiffs  are  purchasers  from  Horbach's  first  vendee,  and 
charge  that  Wiggins  purchased  with  notice  of  their  rights. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  sustains  the  allegations  of 
the  bill,  although  the  answer  of  Wiggins  denies  them. 

It  is  made  pretty  clear  by  the  testimony  that  the  charges  against 
Horbach  are  true.  And  although  it  is  not  shown  that  Wiggins 
had  any  participation  in  this  fraud,  or  that  he  had  actual  knowledge 
of  the  rights  of  plaintiffs  when  he  purchased  from  Horbach,  and 
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received  the  legal  title,  a  case  of  constructive  notice  of  those  rights 
is  well  made  out. 

The  plaintiffs  in  both  cases  were  in  possession  of  the  land,  haviBg 
it  enclosed  by  fence,  and  in  actual  cultivation  at  the  time  Wiggins 
bought  of  Horbach.  This  was  sufficient  to  put  him  upon  the 
inquiry,  and  if  he  had  inquired  he  would  have  received  fall 
information  of  the  superior  equitable  claims  of  complainants. 

The  plaintiffs  in  accordance  with  these  views  had  decrees  for 
conveyance  of  the  legal  title  in  the  District  Court  in  which  the  cases 
were  first  tried,  and  these  decrees  were  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Nebraska.  On  a  simple  matter 
of  conflict  of  testimony  like  this,  in  which  we  are  able  to  concar 
fully  with  the  judgments  of  two  courts  which  have  already  passed 
upon  the  same  record,  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  give  any 
minute  criticism  upon  the  testimony  on  which  these  decrees  are 
founded.  lliey  are  ik&refore  affirmed  toUk  cods, 

Mr,  J.  J.  Reddick  for  appellants. 

Mr.  J,  M.  Carlisle  and  Mr,  James  M,  Woolux>rth  for  appellees. 


HAMMOND  V.   MASSACHUSETTS. 
McNEAL  V.   MASSACHUSETTS. 
CLARK  V,  MASSACHUSETTS. 

ERROR  TO   THE   SUPERIOR   COURT   OF   MASSACHUSETTS. 
Not.  240»  241, 242.    SubmlttMl  Pebrimry  27, 18S6. — Decided  lUieh  as,  IW. 
McGuire  v.  Massachusetts,  8  Wall.  8S7,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
Enter  in  these  cases  the  same  judgment  as  in  McOuire  v.  Com- 
monioedUh  of  Massachusetts,  3  Wall.  387. 

Mr.  N.  Itichardson  and  Mr.  C.  Gushing  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  C  J.  Reed  and  Mr.  D,  Foster  for  defendant  in  error. 


CHURCHILL  u   UTICA. 

ERROR  TO   THE  COURT   OF   APPEALS    OF   THE   STATE   OF   NEW  YORK. 
No.  286.    Argued  Jaoumry  81»  February  1,  2  mod  6, 1866.  —  Decided  Merch  9S,  IMt. 

Reversed  on  the  authority  of  Van  Allen  v.  Assessoruy  8  WaU.  578. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
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Churchill  is  the  only  party  against  whom  judgment  was  rendered 
in  the  court  below,  and  the  party  who  has  brought  a  writ  of  error 
to  this  court. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  case  remitted  to  the  court 
below  for  proceedings  there  as  directed  in  the  case  of  Van  AUen  v. 
Assessarsy  3  Wall.  673.  We  refer  to  the  opinion  in  that  case  as 
governing  this  one.  Reversed. 

Mr.  W.  M.  Eoarts,  Mr.  0.  B.  Sedgwick  and  Messrs.  Edmonds  A 
MiUer  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  F.  Kernan  for  defendant  in  error. 


WILLIAMS  V.   NOLAN. 

ERBOB  TO   COURT   OF   APPEALS   OF   THE   STATE   OF   NEW   TOBK. 
No.  288.    Argued  Jftoury  81.  Febraary  1,  8  aod  5, 1866.  —  Decided  MMCh  M,  1866. 

Reversed  on  tbe  authority  of  Van  Allen  v.  AswsBors,  8  Wall.  578 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court: 
The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Van  AUen  and  Others  v.  Nolan  and 
Others  governs  this  case,  and  the  same  judgment  must  be  entered. 

Jurdgment  reversed  and  case  remitted. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Reynolds  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  A.  T.  Parker  for  defendants  in  error. 


BROWN  V.  JOHNSON. 

BBBOB   TO   THE  CIBOUIT   GOUBT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB    THE 
SOUTHEBN   DISTBICT    OF   MISSISSIPPI. 
No.  47.    SabmlUed  December  11, 1866.  —  Decided  Jeniuu-y  8, 1867. 
Beversed  on  the  authority  of  Brovm  v.  Bass^  4  Wall.  262. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Southern  District  of  Mississippi. 

The  case  involves  the  same  questions  examined  in  the  case  of 
Brown  v.  Bom,  4  Wall.  262,  and  the  opinion  in  that  case  governs 
this,  and  shows  that  the  court  erred  in  the  several  rulings  and 
instructions  in  this  case.  Reversed. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Carlisle  and  Mr.  J.  D.  McPherson  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
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MINERAL  POINT  v.   LEE. 

KRROB   TO    THK   OIROUIT   GOUBT    OF   THE    UNITED    STATES    POE  THS 
DISTRICT    OP    WISCONSIN. 

No.  164.    Submitted  April  18, 1867.  —  Decided  April  tt,  1867. 

Afllrtned  on  the  authority  of  several  cases  of  a  similar  character. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooori 
The  action  in  the  court  below  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount 
of  certain  coupons  issued  by  the  town  of  Mineral  Point  of  which 
Lee,  the  plaintiff  below,  was  the  holder.  We  think  it  unneoesaaiy 
to  repeat  the  views  heretofore  expressed  in  several  cases  of  similar 
character.  The  judgment  is  affirmed  wUh  ooiU. 

No  appearance  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  M.  H,  Carpenter  for  defendant  in  error. 


UNITED  STATES  v.   MAYRAND. 

certipicate  op  division  in  opinion  prom  the  circuit  covet 
of  the  united  states  for  the  district  of  minnesota 

No.  187.    Submitted  May  16, 1887.  —  Decided  May  16, 1887. 
United  States  v.  Holliday,  8  WalL  407,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooart 

This  cause  comes  here,  upon  a  certificate  of  division  of  opinioD» 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Minnesota. 

Mayrand  was  indicted  for  selling  liquor  to  an  Indian  of  the 
Chippewa  Tribe,  which  tribe  was  then  under  the  charge  of  an  Indian 
agent,  duly  appointed  by  the  government  of  the  United  States.  He 
demurred  to  the  indictment;  and  the  question  certified  is,  whether 
the  act  of  Congress,  under  which  the  indictment  was  framed,  has 
any  force  or  validity  in  this  case. 

In  the  case  of  The  United  States  v.  HaUiday,  3  Wall.  407,  this 
very  question  was  fully  discussed  and  finally  decided. 

An  affirmative  answer  mtist  be  certified  to  the  Circuit  Court. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  J.  Hubley  Ashton  for  plaintiff. 
No  appearance  for  defendant. 
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TILLTNGHA8T  v.   VAN  BUSKIRK. 

RBBOR   TO   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF    THE   STATE   OF   NEW   YORK. 
No.  818.    Argued  April  12, 1887.  —  DMided  April  28, 1887. 
Qreen  v.  Van  Buskirk,  6  Wall.  307,  followed. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Miller  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  opinion  [in  Ghreeyi  v.  Van  Buskirk,  5  Wall.  307]  disposes 
also  of  the  case  No.  313,  TiUinghast  v.  Van  Buskirk  and  Others,  in 
which  the  same  order  will  be  entered. 

Mr.  Amasa  J.  Parker  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  John  B,  Oale  and  Mr.  J.  M.  Carlisle  for  defendants  in  error. 


CONNBLLSVILLE  AND   SOUTHERN  PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD  V.    BALTIMORE. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE   WESTERN    DISTRICT    OF    PENNSYLVANIA. 

No.  418.    Argued  April  26. 1867.  -  Decided  April  29. 1887. 

The  appellant  was  a  proper  party  defendant  In  the  court  below,  and  duly 

took  his  appeal. 
The  order  assigning  the  case  for  hearing  at  this  term  is  rescinded. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  have  considered  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  of  the 
Pittsburgh  and  Connellsville  Railroad  Company,  and  are  of  opinion 
that  that  company  was  a  proper  party  defendant  in  the  court  below 
and  the  appeal  in  the  record  appears  to  have  been  taken  by  this 
defendant  as  well  as  by  the  others.  We  must  therefore  overrule 
the  motion  to  dismiss. 

We  have  also  further  considered  the  motion  to  rescind  the  order 
heretofore  made  assigning  the  matter  for  hearing  at  this  term,  and 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  order  should  be  rescinded. 
And  it  is  So  directed. 

Mr.  John  Knox,  Mr.  Andrew  Stewart  and  Mr.  J.  S.  Black  for 
appellants. 

Mr.  J.  H.  B.  LatrobCj  Mr.  B.  Johnson  and  Mr.  J.  L.  Thomas,  Jr.^ 
for  appellees. 
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EX  PARTE  MILWAUKEE  AND  MINNESOTA  RAIL- 
ROAD  CO. 

ORIGINAL. 

No.  8.  OrtgiBAl.    Sobmittod  Maroh  20»  1868.  -  Decided  Mweh  30. 1868. 

A  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  is  denied  on  the  aathority  of  MinntsUg 
Co.  V.  8t.  Paul  Co.,  6  Wall.  7i2. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  amended  petition  by  the  Milwaukee  and  Minnesota. 
Company  for  a  mandamus  to  the  judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Wisconsin,  commanding  that 
court  to  order  certain  rolling  stock,  particularly  described,  to  be 
taken  out  of  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and  delivered  to  the  peti- 
tioners, pursuant  to  a  decree  entered  in  said  court  on  the  18th  July, 
1866,  in  the  case  of  SouUeTf  &c.j  v.  The  La  Crosse  and  Milwaukee 
Company  and  Others.  Since  this  petition  was  presented  a  case  on 
appeal  between  the  parties  has  been  heard  and  decided,  in  which 
it  was  determined  that  the  possession  of  this  rolling  stock  did  not 
belong  to  the  petitioners.  [See  Minnesota  Co,  v.  St.  Paul  Co.f  6 
Wall.  742.]     The  motion  for  the  mandamus  must,  therefore,  he 

Dented 

Mr.  C  Cushing  for  petitioner. 


MISSISSIPPI  u   STANTON  AND  GRANT. 

ORIGINAL. 

No.  U.  OriflBa].    Argned  May  16»  1867. — Decided  U«y  16, 1867.  —  Opinion  deUverad  FAneiy 

10, 1868. 

Dismissed  on  the  authority  of  Georgia  v.  Stanton^  6  Wall.  50,  and  Qtargia 
▼.  OraiUy  6  Wall.  241. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  JtJSTicB  Nelson  delivered  the.  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  bill  is  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction  for  the  reasons 
assigned  in  the  case  of  The  Stale  of  Georgia  v.  E.  M.  Stanton,  17.  S. 
Grant  and  John  Pope,  6  Wall.  60;  241. 

Dismissed. 

Mr.  W.  L.  Sharkey,  Mr.  JR.  J.  Walker  and  Mr.  A.  H.  GoniaM  for 

complainant. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  for  defendants. 
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GAINES   V.   LIZAEDI. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE  EASTERN    DISTRICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 
No.  83.    Argued  Janiury  80,  February  8  «Bd  4, 1868. — Decided  April  6, 1868. 
Beyersed  on  the  rathority  of  Gaines  v.  Neto  Orleans,  6  Wall.  642. 

Mr.  Justice  Davis  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  in  all  its  essential  features  is  like  the  case  of  the  same 
complainant  against  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  just  decided,  and 
the  opinion  delivered  in  that  case  is  also  decisive  of  this  suit. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Louisiana  is  reversed,  and  this  cause  is  re- 
manded to  that  court  with  directions  to  enter  a  decree  for  the 
complainant  in  conformity  with  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Myra 
Clark  Oaines  v.  The  City  of  New  OrUans  and  others,  6  Wall.  642. 

Reversed, 
Mr,  C.  Gashing  for  appellant. 

Mr.  James  McConneU  and  Mr.  Miles  Taylor  for  appellees. 


UNITED  STATES   v,   COOK. 
certificate  of  division  of  opinion  from  THE  circuit  court 

OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOR   THE   SOUTHERN    DISTRICT   OF    OHIO. 

No.  103.    Argued  February  12  «nd  18, 1868. — Dedded  February  24, 1868. 

United  States  v.  Hartmll,  6  Wall.  886,  followed. 
The  indictment  in  this  case  is  snfflcient. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  was  certified  up  to  this  court  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio, — the  opin- 
ions of  the  judges  of  that  court  being  opposed  upon  the  points  set 
forth  in  the  certificate. 

The  first  and  third  questions  presented  for  our  consideration  are 
fully  met  by  the  opinion  just  delivered  in  the  case  of  The  United 
States  V.  HaHweU,  6  Wall.  385. 

In  accordance  with  that  opinion  they  will  be  answered  in  the 
affirmative. 

The  second  question  relates  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment 
in  the  particulars  mentioned.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  indict- 
ment is  sufficient.  We  deem  this  proposition  so  plain  that  any 
discussion  of  the  subject  is  unnecessary. 
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This  question  will  be  answered  accordingly. 

The  record  shows  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  the  foiutii 
question.  It  does  not  arise  upon  the  indictment,  and  was  aban- 
doned by  the  defendant's  counsel  in  the  argument  at  the  bar. 

This  question,  therefore,  needs  no  answer. 

Mr,  Attorney  G^eneral  and  Mr.  J.  Hubley  Ashtan  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  H,  HurUer  for  defendant. 


HUNT  V,   BENDER. 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  TBBRITOBT  OF 
NEBRASKA. 

No.  lot.    8iibmitt«d  March  18, 1898. —Decided  March  30. 1888. 

Several  judgments  severally  held  by  different  complainants  who  unite  In 
the  prosecution  of  a  creditor's  blU»  cannot  be  added  together  to  make  the 
amount  necessary  to  give  this  court  appellate  Jurisdiction. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

M!r.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  object  of  the  writ  in  the  territorial  court  was  to  subject  cer- 
tain property  to  the  satisfaction  of  certain  judgments.  The  bill  of 
the  complainants,  now  appellants,  was  dismissed,  and  they  now 
prosecute  this  appeal  for  the  reversal  of  that  decree. 

The  judgments  set  up  by  the  complainants  were  several,  and 
neither  of  them  was  for  an  amount  exceeding  two  thousand  dollars; 
and  it  was  decided  at  the  last  term  in  the  case  of  Seaver  v.  Bige- 
lows,  5  Wall.  208,  that  several  judgments  severally  held  by  differ- 
ent complainants  who  unite  in  the  prosecution  of  a  creditors'  bill 
cannot  be  added  together  in  order  to  make  the  amount  exceeding 
two  thousand  dollars,  which  is  necessary  in  order  to  enable  the 
court  to  take  appellate  jurisdiction. 

The  appeal  must  therefore  be 

Dismissed  for  UHinl  ofjurisduHon. 

Mr,  Reddick  and  Mr,  Briggs  for  the  appellants. 

Mr,  J,  H,  Reynolds  for  the  appellees. 


UNITED  STATES  v,  BALES.  OF  COTTON  MARKED 

J.   H.  B. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATW    FOB 

THE   EASTERN    DISTRICT    OF    LOUISIANA. 

No.  14&    Argaed  lUreh  26,  1868.  -^  DeoldMl  Maroh  SO,  1868. 

Rerersed  on  the  authority  of  Union  Ins,  Co,  v.  United  States,  6  Wtll.  TO- 
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The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Ghibf  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  libel  in  the  Circuit  Court  was  filed  under  the  act  of  August  6, 
1861^  and  stated  a  case  of  seizure  on  land. 

In  conformity,  therefore,  with  the  principles  settled  in  the  case 
of  The  Union  Insurance  Company  v.  The  United  States,  the  decree 
of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  reversed  as  irregular,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  a  new  trial,  conformed,  in  respect  to  trial  by  jury 
and  exceptions  to  evidence,  to  the  course  of  the  common  law. 

Reversed. 

Mr.  Attorney  Chneral  and  Mr.  J.  Hubley  Ashton  for  the  appellants. 

No  appearance  for  appellee. 


WILLIAMSON  V.   MOORE. 

BRBOB  TO  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS  OP  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK. 

No.  421.    Argued  February  14, 1868. — Decided  April  6, 1868. 
Williamsan  v.  Suydam,  6  Wall.  728,  followed. 

Motion  to  Dismiss.    The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Clifford  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  substantially  the  same  as  in  the  case 
just  decided.     Williamson  v.  ,Suydam,  6  Wall.  723. 

The  case,  among  other  things,  alleges  that  the  act  of  April  1, 
1814,  was  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  impairing  the  obligation 
of  contracts. 

Judgment  of  the  state  court  was  to  the  contrary  in  express 
terms,  as  appears  in  the  record.  Motion  overrukd. 

Mr.  David  Dudlep  Field  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  H.  E.  Dames  for  defendant  in  error. 


TILLINGHAST  v.  VAN  BUSKIRK. 

SRROR    TO    THE    SUPREME    COURT    OP    THE    STATE    OF    NEW    YORK. 

No.  82.    Arfoed  January  7  aod  8, 18«.  —  Decided  February  8, 18W. 
Qrten  v.  Van  Buskirk,  7  Wall.  139,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Davis  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  is  in  all  respects  like  the  case  of  Oreeix  v.  Van  Bus- 
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kirky  7  Wall.  139,  decided  at  this  term,  and  no  separate  opinion 
is  necessary. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York  is 
rerersedy  and  the  cause  is  remitted  to  that  court,  with  directioiu 
to  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  Amasa  J,  Parker  and  3£r.  Lyman  TrumbuU  for  plaintifb  in 
error. 

Mr.  J.  S.  Black,  Mr.  J,  M.  Carlisle,  Mr.  J.  B,  Oale  and  Mr.  J.  K 
Porter  for  defendants  in  error. 


BURBANK  V.  BIGELOW. 

EBKOB   TO   THB   CIBCUIT   COURT   OF    THE    UNITED   STATES    FOB  THE 
EASTEBN    DISTBICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 

No.  36.    Argued  and  submitted  lC*rch  86, 1868.  —  Decided  January  11,  1868. 

After  a  cause  is  at  issue,  and  on  the  day  when  it  is  set  for  trial  before 
a  Jury,  It  is  too  late  to  take  a  peremptory  exception  that  a  partner  with 
plaintiff  in  the  transaction  sued  on  is  not  a  party  plaintiff. 

An  objection  in  an  action  at  law  that  the  matter  of  plainttfTs  demand  is 
one  of  equitable  cognizance  in  Federal  courts  cannot  be  taken  for  the 
first  time  in  this  court. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Millbb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  of  Breedlove  v.  Nicolet  and  Sigga,  7  Pet.  413,  disposes 
of  the  only  question  raised  by  the  record  in  the  present  case. 

That  was  an  action  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Louisiana,  brought  by  Nicolet  and  Siggs  as  part- 
ners, in  which,  after  issue  taken  on  pleas  in  bar  of  the  action,  the 
defendants  on  the  day  set  for  trial  filed  a  plea  averring  that 
Musson  and  others  were  also  partners  with  plaintiffs,  and  citizens 
of  Louisiana.  The  plea  was  stricken  out  by  order  of  the  court  on 
the  ground  that  it  came  too  late.  This  court  held  that  such  action 
was  within  the  discretion  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  could  not  be 
revised. 

Li  the  case  before  us  the  defendant  below,  plaintiff  in  error,  filed 
his  peremptory  exception  after  the  case  was  at  issue,  and  on  the 
day  that  it  was  set  for  trial  before  a  jury,  praying  that  the  suit 
should  be  dismissed,  because  T.  S.  Burbank,  a  partner  with  plaintiff 
in  the  transaction  which  is  the  foundation  of  this  suit,  was  not 
made  a  plaintiff  in  the  case.     The  court  overruled  this  exception 
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on  the  ground  that  it  came  too  late.  We  were  at  first  inclined  to 
distinguish  the  two  cases  under  the  idea  that  the  plea  in  the  first 
-case  rested  on  the  citizenship  of  the  partners  not  joined  in  the 
suit,  who,  if  joined,  would  have  defeated  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
<K>urt.  But  it  is  expressly  said  in  the  opinion,  that  ''the  plea  is  to 
be  considered  as  if  the  averment  that  Musson  and  others  were 
•citizens  of  Louisiana  had  not  been  contained  in  it.'' 

The  point  ruled  in  that  case  is  identical  with  the  one  presented 
here,  and  that  decision  must  goyem  this. 

The  objection  that  the  matter  of  plaintiff's  demand  is  one  of 
•equitable  cognizance  in  the  Federal  courts  cannot  prevail..  No  such 
objection  was  raised  in  the  court  below  at  any  stage  of  the  pro- 
oeedings^  and  it  cannot  be  permitted  to  a  defendant  to  go  to  trial 
before  a  jury  on  the  facts  of  a  case  involving  fraud,  and  let  it  pro- 
ceed to  judgment  on  the  verdict  without  any  attempt  to  assert  the 
•equitable  character  of  the  suit,  and  then  raise  that  question  for  the 
first  time  in  this  court. 

As  the  record  raises  no  other  question  for  our  consideration,  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  Affirmed. 

Mr.  O.  Gushing  and  Mr.  W.  W,  Bayce  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Thomoui  J.  Durant  for  defendant  in  error. 


SMITH  V.  WASHINGTON  GAS   LIGHT   CO. 

APPEAL   PBOM   THE   SUPBEME   COURT   OF   THE   DISTRICT   OF 
COLUMBIA. 

No.  86.    Argoed  February  18, 1809.  —  Decided  March  1, 1869. 

The  appellant  has  failed  to  prore  the  renewal  of  his  contract  with  the 
appellee,  which  alleged  renewal  is  the  foundation  of  the  remedy  sought 
for  by  his  bUl. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  suit  in  equity  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  a 
•contract  for  the  delivery  of  gas  tar,  and  to  obtain  compensation  in 
damages  for  partial  non-performance. 

The  alleged  contract  was  for  the  delivery  of  all  the  tar,  made  by 
the  company  and  not  wanted  by  it  for  a  specific  purpose,  from  time 
to  time,  as  made  and  called  for  by  the  contractor,  during  the  term 
of  five  years;  and  for  the  renewal  of  the  contract  at  the  end  of  that 
j)eriod  for  another  like  term.     The  consideration  to  be  paid  to  the 
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company  by  the  contractor  was  five  hundred  dollars  a  year  in  half- 
yearly  instalments.  In  case  of  refusal  to  renew  the  company 
engaged  to  refund  to  the  contractor  the  payments  made  during  the 
last  year. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  examine  the  question  whether,  upon  saffi- 
cient  evidence  in  support  of  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  the  com- 
plainant could  have  relief  by  a  decree  for  specific  performance;  for 
we  are  all  of  opinion  that  no  case  for  relief  is  made  by  the  proof. 

It  is  not  alleged  that,  during  the  first  five  years,  the  company 
failed  in  any  respect  to  perform  its  contract.  The  main  ground  of 
complaint  is  that  the  company,  after  having  renewed  the  contract 
for  a  second  term  of  five  years,  failed  to  fulfil  its  stipulations. 

There  is  much  evidence  on  the  point  of  renewal  and  it  is  very 
contradictory.  We  shall  not  enter  into  any  minute  criticism 
upon  it. 

It  is  clear  that  the  company  was  not  bound  to  renew  except  upon 
the  request  of  the  contractor.  There  could  be  no  refusal  except 
upon  a  demand.  Nor  was  the  company  bound  to  renew  even  upon 
demand.  It  might  still  refuse;  and  in  that  case  would  be  bound 
only  to  return  to  the  contractor  or  his  assignee  the  last  year's  pay- 
ment of  five  hundred  dollars. 

The  proof  shows  that  the  contract  proved  unexpectedly  profitable 
to  the  contractor;  and  that  the  tar  would  be  worth  during  a  second 
term  of  five  years,  not  five  hundred  dollars  only,  but  over  fire 
thousand  dollars  a  year. 

It  was  natural  that  the  contractor  should  seek  a  renewal;  and  it 
was  equally  natural  that  the  company  should  be  unwilling  to  renew 
except  at  an  advanced  rate,  corresponding,  in  some  degree,  to  the 
increased  value. 

No  formal  demand  for  renewal  seems  to  have  been  made,  bat 
there  appears  to  have  been  a  good  deal  of  negotiation  between  the 
parties,  and  some  adroit  attempts  on  the  part  of  the  contractor  to 
obtain  admissions,  either  in  words  or  acts,  from  the  officers  of  the 
company,  upon  which  a  claim  that  the  contract  had  been  in  fact 
renewed  might  be  established. 

But  these  attempts  were  not  successful.  We  are  unable  to  find 
in  the  testimony  any  satisfactory  evidence  of  a  renewal  of  the 
contract.  On  the  contrary,  the  whole  weight  of  the  proof  shows 
refusal  to  renew  except  at  an  advanced  rate,  and  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  contractor  to  accept  the  terms  required.  Refusing  to  renew 
the  contract  the  company  was  under  no  obligation  to  the  contractor 
except  to  refund  the  five  hundred  dollars  received  from  him  daring 
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the  preceding  yeax;  and  for  the  recovery  of  this  sum  the  remedy 
of  the  complainant  was  complete  at  law. 

The  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  dismissing  the 
bill  must  therefore  be  AfflnMd. 

Mr.  R.  J,  Brent  and  Mr.  R.  T,  Merrick  for  appellant. 

Mr,  J.  C.  Kennedy  and  Mr.  W.  B,  Webb  for  appellee. 


FINLEY  V.   ISETT. 

▲PPBAL   FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE   DISTRICT   OF    IOWA. 

No.  160.    Sobmlttad  April  7, 1860.  —Decided  April  15, 1800. 

B.,  who  bad  transactions  with  the  appellees  who  were  hankers,  delivered  to 
them  his  five  promissory  notes  secured  by  mortgage.  The  appellant  was 
also  a  creditor  of  B.  and  had  a  claim  upon  the  fund  In  the  appellees' 
bands.  Heldy  (1)  That  the  fact  that  the  notes  were  In  the  possession  of 
the  appellees  raised  a  legal  presumption  that  they  were  their  property ; 
(2)  That  the  weight  of  the  evidence  was  In  favor  of  the  position  that 
the  app^ellees  were  to  be  first  paid  before  transferring  the  notes  to 
i^pellants. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Miller  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  the  spring  of  the  year  1865  Sage  0.  Butler  made  and  delivered 
to  Isett  &  Brewster^  a  banking  firm  of  Muscatine^  Iowa,  his  five 
several  promissory  notes,  for  two  thousand  dollars  each,  payable  to 
their  order  in  one,  two,  three,  four,  and  five  years  from  date;  and, 
at  the  same  time,  made  and  delivered  to  them  a  mortgage  on  cer- 
tain real  estate  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  notes. 

The  plaintiff,  Finley,  on  the  22d  January,  1866,  filed  this  bill 
in  chancery,  alleging  that  the  notes  and  mortgage  were  deposited 
with  Isett  &  Brewster,  in  trust  for  his  benefit,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  Butler's  indebtedness  to  him,  and  praying  the  court  to 
declare  the  trust,  and  decree  Isett  &  Brewster  to  assign  to  him  the 
notes  and  mortgage,  or  for  such  other  relief  as  might  be  appro- 
priate. Butler  is  also  made  defendant,  and  all  three  of  them 
required  to  answer  specific  interrogatories,  under  oath,  touching 
the  alleged  trust. 

Isett  &  Brewster  file  separate  answers,  and  say  that  the  notes 
were  delivered  to  them  as  security  for  advances  made  by  them  to 
Butler,  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  the  business  of  packing  pork, 
during  the  previous  winter,  and  with  an  understanding  that,  when 
their  debt  was  paid,  they  would  transfer  the  notes  and  mortgage  to 
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whomsoerer  Butler  might  direct.  They  allege  that  Butler  is  still 
indebted  to  them  in  the  sum  of  six  thousand  dollars,  and  say  thej 
are  willing  to  transfer  the  securities  to  plaintiff  on  payment  of 
that  sum  and  interest. 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  about  Butler's  indebtedness  to  Isett 
&  Brewster,  and  to  complainant. 

The  issue,  therefore,  is  a  very  simple  question  of  fact,  namelj, 
whether  Isett  &  Brewster  received  the  notes  and  mortgage  from 
Butler  as  a  security,  primarily,  for  their  own  debt,  and  then  sub- 
ject to  his  order;  or  as  a  mere  trust  for  plaintiff;  without  any 
beneficial  interest  in  themselves. 

The  main  reliance  of  plaintiff  to  establish  the  trust,  is  on  a 
letter  written  by  Butler  to  him,  at  or  about  the  time  he  delivered 
the  securities  to  Isett  &  Brewster. 

In  this  letter  Butler  says :  '^  For  the  purpose  of  protecting  yon 
to  some  extent  against  worthless  securities,  I  executed  my  notes, 
on  the  11th  March,  at  one,  two,  three,  four,  and  five  years,  with 
interest  at  six  per  cent,  to  order  of  Messrs.  Isett  &  Brewster,  and 
secured  the  same  by  mortgage  on  my  pork  house,  and  the  mortgage 
was  recorded,  and  Messrs.  Isett  &  Brewster  hold  these  notes  in 
trust,  and  will,  at  proper  time,  transfer  them,  with  mortgage, 
(without  recourse,)  to  parties  I  may  designate.  When  I  know  my 
exact  situation,  I  hope  to  do  more,  but  in  mean  time  please  keep 
the  above  as  confidential." 

Butler,  whose  deposition  is  in  the  record,  swears  that  he  read 
this  letter  to  Brewster,  at  the  time  he  delivered  to  him  the  notes 
and  mortgage,  and  told  him  that  he  intended  them  for  the  benefit 
of  plaintiff,  and  that  Brewster  assented  to  the  arrangement,  and 
agreed  to  assign  them,  without  recourse,  when  requested. 

In  addition  to  this  positive  testimony  of  Butler,  there  is  some 
evidence  of  statements  not  very  clear  or  satisfactory,  made  by 
Brewster,  when  speaking  of  these  securities  afterwards. 

The  statement  of  H  olden  is,  that  when  he  asked  Brewster  about 
these  notes  and  mortgage,  he  said  ''it  was  a  trust  matter."  As 
this  was  true,  whether  the  trust  was  to  secure  Finley  first,  or  only 
for  his  use,  after  Isett  &  Brewster  were  paid,  it  does  not  prove 
anything  in  the  present  issue. 

Higgins,  another  witness,  says  that,  when  he  asked  Brewster  why 
he  had  taken  the  mortgage,  he  said  he  did  not  take  it  on  his  own 
account,  but  in  trust  for  another.  This  conversation  was  April  18th, 
six  days  before  the  date  of  the  letter  from  Butler  to  plaintiff  and 
is  to  be  taken  for  what  it  is  worth. 
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To  this  testimony  on  the  part  of  complainant,  is  opposed  — 

1.  The  fact  that  the  notes  and  mortgage  are  payable  to  the  order 
of  Isett  &  Brewster,  and  are  in  their  possession,  which  raises  the 
legal  presumption  that  they  are  their  own  property. 

2.  The  separate  answers  of  Isett  &  Brewster  to  plaintiff's  bill 
and  interrogatories,  in  which  they  both  deny  the  exclusive  trust 
for  plaintiff,  and  assert  their  interest  to  the  extent  of  their  debt. 

3.  Brewster  denies,  in  his  deposition,  that  the  letter  of  Butler 
to  Finley  was  ever  read  to  him  or  by  him,  or  that  he  ever  gave 
assent  to  the  claim  of  Finley. 

4.  Certain  letters  from  Finley,  the  plaintiff,  to  Brewster  and 
Butler,  written  in  October,  1865,  in  regard  to  the  matters  now  in 
controversy,  in  none  of  which  does  he  claim  that  these  notes  are 
for  his  benefit,  until  after  Isett  &  Brewster  are  first  paid,  and  in 
one  of  them,  dated  October  20,  to  Butler,  he  says :  "  As  I  under- 
stand you  and  Mr.  Brewster^  the  mortgage  was  given  with  the 
intention  of  protecting  my  interests  as  well  as  Mr.  B.  When  Mr. 
B.'s  claim  was  satisfied,  the  transfer  of  the  property  to  be  made  to 
me.     This  is  the  way  I  understand  my  position  now." 

5.  The  statement  of  Butler,  in  his  deposition,  that,  at  an  inter- 
view between  himself  and  Finley  and  Brewster,  in  October,  Mr. 
Brewster  spoke  of  his  prior  claim  on  the  notes  and  mortgage, 
and  that,  while  Finley  did  not  in  words  admit  it,  he  made  no 
denial  of  it. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  weight  of  the  evidence  is  clearly  in 
favor  of  the  statement  of  the  defendants,  that  they  were  to  be  first 
paid  out  of  the  notes,  before  they  were  to  transfer  them. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  giving  the  two  notes  last  due  to 
plaintiff,  is  therefore  as  favorable  to  him  as  the  facts  justify,  and 
must  be  Affirmed. 

Mr.  George  G.  Bates  for  appellant. 
Mr.  William  F,  Brannan  for  appellees. 


BUTTON  V.  PALAIRET. 

ERROB  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF    PENNSYLVANIA. 
No.  184.    Decided  November  8, 1860. 
Affirmed  upon  tbe  authority  of  Bronson  v.  JRodes,  7  Wall.  229. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
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The  same  questions  substantially  are  presented  in  tliis  case  as 
in  the  case  of  Bro^ison  v.  Bodes,  7  Wall.  229,  heretofore  decided  at 
thi^  term.  The  principles  settled  by  that  judgment  require  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  be  affirmed, 
and  it  is  so  ordered.  AJftrnud, 

Mr,  David  W.  Sellers  for  plaintiff  in  error- 
No  appearance  for  defendants  in  error. 


UNITED  STATES  v.   MOWRY. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE   COURT   OF   CLAIMS. 
No.  IM.    Argaed  MAreb  29,  80  and  81, 1880.  ~  Decided  April  12, 1888. 
United  States  v.  Adams,  7  Wall.  468,  f  oUowed. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nblsok  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims. 

The  petition  of  Mowry  sets  forth  that  railroad  cars  were  needed 
on  the  Pacific  Railroad,  in  Missouri,  for  the  transportation  of  men 
and  supplies  in  the  military  department  of  the  West,  then  in  com- 
mand of  Oeneral  Fremont,  and  that,  on  the  22d  September,  1861, 
he  made  a  contract  with  Chief  Quartermaster  McKinstry,  at  the 
head  of  that  department  under  General  Fremont,  to  construct  fifty 
box  cars  and  fifty  platform  cars,  the  former  for  $825  each,  and  the 
latter  for  $700  each.  These*  cars  were  afterwards  constructed, 
approved  and  taken  into  the  service  of  the  government. 

The  payment  of  the  price  on  this  contract  wa«  among  many 
others  within  that  military  district,  suspended  upon  allegations  of 
fraud  and  irregularities  sommitted  therein,  and  a  board  of  com- 
missioner^ appointed  ix)  investigate  them  and  report  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  War.  The  petitioner  presented  his  claim  before  this  board, 
charging  the  contract  price,  amounting  to  976,250.  This  board, 
after  investigation,  allowed  to  the  petitioner  $58,750,  and  gave 
him  a  voucher  for  that  amount,  the  payment  of  which  was  accepted 
by  him  from  the  government,  as  provided  for  by  an  act  of  Congress. 
The  Court  of  Claims  allowed  the  balance  of  the  contract  price, 
$17,250. 

The  case  falls  within  the  decision  of  this  court  just  rendered  in 
the  case  of  The  UnUed  States  v.  Adams,  7  Wall.  463.  Under  the 
circumstances  the  petitioner  is  concluded  by  the  finding  of  the 
board  and  acceptance  of  payment. 

The  decree  must  be 
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Reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  enter  a  decree 
dismissing  the  petition. 

Mr,  Attorney  General,  Mir,  Assistant  Attorney  General  Dickey  and 
Mr,  E.  P,  Norton  for  appellant. 

Mr,  R.  M,  Concine,  Mr,  J,  M,  Carlisle  and  Mr,  J.  D.  McPherson 
for  appellee. 

UNITED  STATES  v,   MORGAN. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE   COURT   OF    CLAIMS. 
No.  191.    Argued  March  »,  SQ  and  31,  ISdO.  —  Decided  April  12, 1809. 
Reversed  on  the  authority  of  United  States  v.  Adams,  7  Wall.  468. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelsox  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Claims. 

The  petition  in  this  case  sets  forth  that  Morgan,  under  a  con- 
tract with  the  government,  in  September,  1861,  purchased  five  hun- 
dred and  twenty-two  horses,  for  which  he  was  to  j:eceive  $130 
each ;  that  the  government  has  refused  to  pay  the  price  according 
to  the  contract,  and  that  a  balance  remains  of  37830.  This  con- 
tract was  made  with  the  petitioner  by  Beeside,  an  agent  of  Gen- 
eral Fremont,  who  had  been  authorized  to  purchase  two  thousand 
horses  for  his  military  department,  at  the  price  above  stated. 

The  claim  was  presented  to  the  board  of  commissioners  appointed 
to  investigate  contracts  made  in  this  department,  and,  after  an 
examination  into  the  claim,  it  was  reduced  $7830,  the  board  allow- 
ing only  $115  per  head  for  the  horses  instead  of  $130,  the  contract 
price;  and  gave  to  the  claimant  a  voucher  for  the  amount  at  this 
rate,  $60,076,  payment  of  which  was  afterwards  accepted  by  him 
from  the  government. 

The  Court  of  Claims  decreed  in  his  favor  the  contract  price, 
deducting  the  above  payment.  The  case  falls  within  the  decision 
of  The  United  States  v.  Adams,  and  this  decree  must,  therefore,  be 
reversed. 

The  case  is  reminded  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  petition. 

Mr.  Attorney  General,  Mr.  Assistant  Attorney  General  Dickey  s^jid 
Mr,  E.  P.  Norton  for  appellant. 

Mr.  J,  M.  Carlisle,  Mr.  J.  D.  McPherson  and  Mr.  R,  W.  Corwine 
for  appellees. 
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UNITED  STATES  v.  BURTON. 

UNITED  STATES  v.   GEFFROY. 

UNITED  STATES  v.  HIGDON. 

APPEALS  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  CLAIMS. 

Nm.  192, 108, 197.    Argaed  March  29, 80.  81,  ISeO.  -  DMided  April  12, 1809. 

Reversed  on  the  aathority  of  United  States  v.  Adams,  7  Wall.  468,  and 
United  States  v.  Morgan,  ante,  565. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

These  are  all  cases  of  contracts  made  by  Reeside  with  the  claim- 
ants for  the  purchase  of  horses,  under  the  same  circumstances  as 
stated  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Morgan^  antej  565,  and  must 
follow  the  same  result. 

The  decrees  of  the  Court  of  Claims  in  each  case  must  be  reversed, 
and  the  causes  remanded,  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  petitions. 

Mr,  Attorney  General,  Mr.  Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  Dickey  and 
Mr,  E.  P.  Norton  for  appellant. 

Mr,  J,  M.  Carlisle,  Mr,  J.  D.  McPherson  and  Mr.  B.  W.  Corwine 
for  appellees.  

DAVIDSON  V.   STARCHER. 
SAME  V.  KING. 
SAME  V.   McMAHON. 

ERROR   TO   THE   SUPREME  COURT   OF   THE  STATE  OF   MINIHESOTA. 
Not.  829, 830,  831.    Argaed  Juinwy  8, 1860.  —  Deeided  Juiaary  11, 1809. 

No  qaestlon  ander  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  having  been  passed 
upon  by  the  court  below,  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  judgment 
of  the  state  court. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
In  these  cases  it  appears,  on  looking  into  the  record,  that  no 
question  under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  was  passed 
upon  by  the  court.  No  ground  appears,  therefore,  of  jurisdiction 
in  this  court  over  the  judgments  of  a  state  court,  and  the  several 
writs  of  error  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

Mr,  L,  AUis  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Dismissed. 

Mr,  B,  P.  Spalding  for  defendants  in  error. 
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MOULDER  V.  FORREST. 

BRBOB   TO   THE   SUPREME  COURT   OF    THE    DISTRICT    OF    COLUMBIA. 

Ko.  871.    Argued  Febrotry  6, 1860. — Decided  February  16, 1880. 

A  writ  of  error  is  fatally  defective  if  it  lacks  the  test  required  by  law,  and 
the  defective  writ  cannot  be  amended  here. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  of  error  for  want  of  the  test 
required  by  the  process  act  of  1789,  1  U.  S.  Stat.  93,  must  be 
allowed.  The  defect  in  the  test  was  doubtless  occasioned  by  an 
oversight  of  the  clerk  below;  but  a  majority  of  the  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  writ  cannot  be  amended  here  without  departure 
from  its  established  practice.  Insurance  Company  y.  Mordecai,  21 
How.  196;  Porter  v.  Foley,  21  How.  393.  Dismissed. 

Mr.  Nathaniel  Wilson  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  W.  S.  Cox  for  defendant  in  error. 


EX  PARTE  PARGOUD. 
original. 

No.O.  OrlgioaJ.    ArgnedFebnury  18, 1870.— Decided  Februvy  38, 1870. 

A  writ  of  mandamus  to  the  Court  of  Claims  is  granted  on  the  authority  of 
Ex  parte  Zellner,  9  Wall.  244. 

Petition  for  mandamus  to  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Claims. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  petition  on  behalf  of  Pargoud,  the  relator,  for  a  manda- 
mus to  the  Court  of  Claims  to  compel  them  to  allow  an  appeal  from 
a  decree  against  him  in  that  court. 

The  case  falls  within  the  Case  of  Zellner,  9  Wall.  244,  and  the 
motion  must  be  granted. 

Motion  for  a  peremptory  mandamus  granted. 

Mr.  Thomas  J.  Durant  for  petitioner. 

Mr.  Robert  S.  Hale  for  respondent. 
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BURLINGTON  AND   MISSOURI    RIVER    RAILROAD  CO. 
v.   MILLS   COUNTY. 

ERROR   TO   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   8TATE   OF   IOWA. 

No.  39.    Ordered  to  be  submitted  to  abide  decUlon  in  No.  40,  February  2,  ISTO.  — Decided 

February  7, 1870. 

Railroad  Co.  v.  Fremont  County,  9  Wall.  89,  followed. 

The  case  k  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Iowa. 

The  pleadings  and  proofs  present  the  same  questions  iuYolred  in 
the  case  of  the  same  plaintiffs  against  Fremont  County,  and  must 
be  disposed  of  in  the  same  way. 

The  decree  of  the  court  behw  afirmed, 

Mr.  D.  Rover  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  T.  Ewing  for  defendant  in  error. 


WILLARD  V.   WILLARD. 

APPEAL    FROM   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA. 
No.  00.    Argued  February  26, 1870. — I>edded  March  7, 1870. 
Willard  v.  Presbury,  14  WaU.  676,  followed.  « 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

The  bill  is,  substantially,  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  WViard  ▼. 
Presbury,  14  Wall.  676;  and  the  proofs  the  same.     The  decision 

in  that  case  governs  this.     (See  opinion.) 

SeversecL 

Mr.  W.  D.  Davidge  and  Mr.  W.  F.  MaMingly  for  appellant 

Mr.  It.  T.  Merrick  and  Mr.  R.  J.  Brent  for  appellees. 


UNITED   STATES  ex  rel  AMY  v.   BURLINGTON. 
UNITED  STATES  ex  rel.  LEARNED  v.  BURLINGTON. 

ERROR   TO   THE    CIRCUIT   COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES  FOR  THB 
DISTRICT   OF   IOWA. 
Nob.  04  and  06.    Argued  November  30, 18«0.  ~  Decided  January  14, 1870. 
Butz  V.  Mu9caHne,  S  Wall.  575,  followed. 
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The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Swaynb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  these 
causes. 

Upon  examination  these  cases  are  found  to  be  substantially  the 
same  with  the  case  of  The  United  States  an  the  relaUon  of  Thomas 
Butz  ▼.  The  CUy  of  Muscatine,  No.  93,  heretofore  decided  by  this 
court  at  the  present  term.  (8  Wall.  576.)  Our  opinion  is  the 
same  as  in  that  case.  The  judgment  in  each  of  these  cases  is 
therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  court  below  for 
further  proceedings  in  conformity  to  the  views  of  this  court  as 
expressed  in  the  case  referred  to.  Reversed, 

Mr,  James  Grant  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

No  appearance  for  defendants  in  error. 


FLANDERS  v.   TWEED. 

ERBOB   TO   THE   CIBCUIT   COURT   OP   THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 
DISTRICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 

No.  108.    Argued  March  8  and  9, 1870.  —  Dedded  If  arch  31, 1870. 

Flanders  v.  Tvoeed,  9  Wall.  426,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Louisiana. 

The  suit  was  brought  by  Tweed  in  the  court  below  against 
Flanders  to  recover  one  hundred  and  twenty-three  bales  of  cotton. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  states  that  he  was  a  deputy  general 
agent  of  the  Treasury  Department  of  the  United  States;  denies 
that  the  cotton  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  but  was  the  property  of 
the  United  States ;  that  the  cotton  was  shipped  to  him  as  such  at 
New  Orleans,  with  other  lots,  by  a  treasury  agent  at  Shreveport, 
under  a  contract  with  the  plaintiff  and  the  Treasury  Department, 
in  relation  to  cotton  known  as  Confederate  States  cotton,  captured 
in  war  and  turned  over  to  the  Treasury  Department  by  officers  of 
the  army;  that  by  virtue  of  this  contract,  and  certain  services 
rendered  by  the  plaintiff,  three-fourths  of  the  number  of  bales 
received  by  the  defendant  were  to  be  turned  over  to  him,  and  one- 
fourth  reserved  to  the  United  States;  that  the  one  hundred  and 
twenty-three  bales  in  suit  are  the  one-fourth  thus  reserved;  and 
that  the  three  hundred  and  seventy-two  bales  claimed  by  the 
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plaintiff  in  bis  suit,  No.  3872  of  the  docket  of  the  court,  are  the 
three-fourths  coming  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  contract.  The  de- 
fendant also  claims  that  the  one  hundred  and  twenty-three  bales  in 
question  are  captured  or  abandoned  property. 

A  large  amount  of  evidence  was  taken  in  the  cause  on  both  sidea 
upon  the  issues  thus  raised.  The  cotton  had  been  sequestered  and 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  on  his  giving  a  bond  as  security  for  the 
same.  The  court  rendered  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  It  was 
rendered  on  the  29th  January,  1868.  A  statement  of  i^ts  is 
found  in  the  record,  at  p.  83,  by  the  judge,  filed  May  13, 1868,  some 
three  months  and  a  half  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 

This  case,  therefore,  falls  within  the  views  expressed  in  the  suit 
between  these  parties  involving  the  question  of  damages  for  the 
detention  of  these  one  hundred  and  twenty-three  bales  of  cotton, 
together  with  the  three  hundred  and  seventy-two  bales  disposed  of 
in  a  previous  suit  in  the  court  below  against  the  defendant,  referred 
to  in  his  answer,  the  opinion  in  which  has  just  been  delivered. 
9  Wall.  425. 

For  the  reasons  given  in  that  case  the  judgment  must  be 
Reversed  for  a  mistrial^  and  the  cause  remanded  far  a  new  trial 

Mr.  Attorney  General  and  Mr,  Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  Fidi 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  J.  Hubley  Ashton,  Mr.  T.  D.  Lincoln  and  Mr.  E.  C.  BiRings 
for  defendant  in  error. 

WEED  V.  CRANE. 

ERROR  TO   THE   CIRCUIT   COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB  THE 
DISTRICT   OF    MASSACHUSETTS. 
No.  123.    Sabmitted  lUreb  U.  1870.  —  Decided  April  4, 1870. 

There  being  no  exception  to  a  ruling  or  to  anything  which  took  place  at  the 
trial,  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  be  reviewed,  and  the  judgment 
below  is  affirmed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

On  looking  into  the  record  of  this  cause  we  find  no  exception  to 
any  ruling  of  the  court  upon  the  trial,  nor  any  exception  to  the 
report  of  the  assessor,  nor  to  any  ruling  of  the  court  in  relation  to 
it.  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  the  record  which  can  be  reviewed 
here  upon  error;  and  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be 

Affirf^d. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Robb  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Brooks  for  defendant  in  error. 
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SUPERVISORS  V.  DURANT. 

ERROR   TO   THE  CIRCUIT   COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 
DISTRICT   OF   IOWA. 
No.  184.    Argo«d  and  •nbmiUed  March  18, 1870.  ~  Decided  April  4, 1870. 
Affirmed  on  the  authority  of  Supervisors  v.  Durant,  9  Wall.  415. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Strong  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

All  the  questions  raised  by  this  record  have  been  considered  and 
disposed  of  in  the  opinion  filed  in  No.  133.  For  the  reasons  stated 
in  that  opinion  this  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  Affirmed  with  costs. 

Mr,  H.  Strong  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Mr.  James  Grant  for  defendant  in  error. 


WASHINGTON  COUNTY  v.  UNITED  STATES  ex  rd. 
MORTIMER. 

ERROR  TO   THE   CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE  UNITED   STATES    FOR    THE 
DISTRICT   OF   IOWA. 
No.  187.    Argaed  and  rabmltted  March  18, 1870.  —  Decided  April  4, 1870. 
Affirmed  on  the  authority  of  Supervisors  v.  Durante  9  WaU.  416. 

Mr.  Justice  Strong  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  differs  in  no  essential  particular  from  No.  133  decided 
at  this  term.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  opinion  filed  in  that 
ease  this  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  Affirm£d  with  costs. 

Mr.  H.  Strong  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Mr,  James  Cfrant  for  defendant  in  error. 


NORTHERN  BELLE  u   ROBSON. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE   DISTRICT    OF   WISCONSIN. 

No.  141.    ArfaedMarch21,1870.— Decided  April  11, 1870. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  carrier  who  offers  barges  for  service  to  have  them  often 
examined  and  thoroughly  inspected,  so  as  to  be  sure  of  their  condition. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Miller  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
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In  this  case  the  same  parties  as  in  the  case  just  decided,  (7%« 
Northern  BeUe,  9  Wall.  526,)  about  a  month  later  made  another 
contract  for  the  carrying  of  wheat  in  the  same  barge  Pat  Brady  for 
the  same  voyage,  the  barge  being  this  time  attached  to  the  steam- 
boat Northern 'Belle. 

After  the  accident  of  the  12th  May,  which  we  have  just  consid- 
ered in  the  other  case,  the  barge  was  merely  repaired  by  removing 
a  plank  or  two  which  seemed  to  be  injured,  and  replacing  them  by 
others.  In  two  or  three  days  she  was  again  in  use,  and  on  the  19th 
June  took  on  board  another  cargo  for  Robson. 

Very  soon  after  leaving  Hastings  the  barge  was  run  on  a  sand- 
bar, and  soon  commenced  leaking,  so  that  the  wheat  was  wet  and 
greatly  damaged.  For  this  Robson  recovered  a  decree  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court,  which  was  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court. 

Much  testimony  was  taken  to  show  that,  owing  to  the  violent 
wind  and  the  condition  of  the  channel,  this  running  of  the  barge 
on  the  sand-bar  was  inevitable.  It  is  not  necessary  to  inquire 
whether  this  were  so,  for  yre  are  satisfied  that  the  loss  would  not 
have  occurred  if  the  barge  had  been  sound  and  fit  for  the  voyage. 
It  was  the  rotten  condition  of  her  timbers,  as  shown  by  the  same 
testimony  that  we  have  commented  on  in  the  former  case,  that 
rendered  her  unable  to  resist  the  ordinary  pressure  which  such 
accidents  subject  barges  to  every  day. 

We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  go  into  the  testimony  on  this 
further  than  to  remark  that  the  failure  of  the  owners  of  the  Pat 
Brady  to  have  her  thoroughly  inspected  after  the  first  accident  is 
without  excuse. 

She  was  then  an  old  barge,  and  the  circumstances  of  that  acci- 
dent should  have  suggested  a  suspicion  of  her  condition. 

But  we  do  not  place  the  decree  on  the  ground  of  special  want  of 
care  in  that  particular.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  who  offers 
these  barges  for  service  to  have  them  often  examined  and  thor- 
oughly inspected  so  as  to  be  sure  of  their  condition.  He  should 
not  use  a  barge  after  she  has  become,  from  age,  or  decay,  or  injuij, 
unfit  for  use,  and  should  repair  them  often  and  well,  so  long  as 
they  can  by  repairing  be  safely  used,  and  no  longer. 

For  this  the  best  interest  of  all  parties  requires  that  he  shall  be 
held  rigidly  responsible. 

The  decree  of  the  CircuU  Court  is  aj/brmei. 

Mr,  J.  W.  Gary  for  appellants. 

Mr.  N.  J.  Emmons  for  appellee. 
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KENOSHA  V.   LAMSON. 

KBBOB   TO   THB   CIRCUIT   COURT   OF   THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 

DISTRICT    OF   WISCONSIN. 

No.  143.    Argued  If  arch  22  and  28, 1870.  —  Deokled  April  4, 1870. 

Knox  County  v.  Atpinioally  21  How.  539,  followed. 
The  City  v.  Lamaon,  9  Wall.  477,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oourt. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Wisconsin. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  516  coupons  against  the 
City  of  Kenosha,  described  in  the  declaration  and  notice  accom- 
panying it.  They  were  all  given  in  eyidence,  and  when  the 
plaintiff  rested,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  prayed  the  court  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  the  bonds,  as  well  as  the  coupons,  should 
have  been  given  in  evidence,  which  was  refused.  And  further, 
that  the  city  possessed  no  authority  to  issue  the  bonds,  which  was 
also  overruled.     The  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  first  question  was  decided  against  the  plaintiff  in  Knox 
County  V.  AspinwaUy  21  How.  539,  and  the  second  in  a  case  at  the 
present  term  between  the  same  parties.  The  City  v.  Xxmuon, 
9  Wall.  477.  Judgment  affirmed. 

Dissenting,  Mr.  Justice  Miller. 

Mr,  J.  W.  Cary  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  M.  B,  Carpenter  for  defendant  in  error. 


LONG  V.  PATTON. 

ERROR   TO    THB   CIRCUIT   COURT   OF   THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 

NORTHERN    DISTRICT   OF    ILLINOIS. 

No.  106.    Argued  April  25, 1870.  —  Decided  April  80, 1870. 

Utae  V.  Hemdon,  10  Wall.  26,  followed. 

In  lUloois,  a  will  probated  In  Virginia  is  as  available  in  proof  as  if  probated 
in  IlUnols. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois. 

The  suit  in  ejectment  in  this  case  was  brought  by  Mrs.  Patton 
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against  Long  and  others,  to  recover  possession  of  the  south  half  of 
section  22,  township  27  north,  range  13  west.  The  plaintiff  gare 
in  evidence  a  patent  to  Robert  Hord,  including  the  premises,  dated 
November  1, 1839,  and  a  deed  .from  Hord  to  John  M.  Patton,  and 
the  will  of  Patton,  by  which  the  lot  in  question  was  devised  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  rested. 

The  defendant  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  from  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Iroquois  to  L.  M.  Peck,  including  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion, dated  July  1, 1864,  which  purported  to  be  a  deed  upon  a  sale 
for  taxes;  a  deed  from  Peck  and  wife  to  B.  L.  T.  Bourland,  dated 
July  1,  1864;  and  from  Bourland  and  wife  to  Isaac  Underhill, 
dated  April  29, 1865,  and  then  offered  in  evidence  five  tax  certifi- 
cates of  payment  of  taxes  on  the  lot  for  the  year  therein  mentioned, 
stating  that  his  object  in  offering  said  evidence  was  to  show  title 
to  the  premises,  and  to  require  the  payment  of  said  taxes  by  the 
plaintiff,  in  case  he  questioned  the  title  of  Underbill  under  the 
statute.  But  the  court  held  that  the  defendants  had  not  brought 
themselves  within  the  act  of  February  21,  1861,  to  which  ruling 
there  was  an  exception. 

All  the  questions  presented  in  this  case  have  been  disposed  of 
in  the  case  of  Little  v.  Hemdon,  except  as  to  the  admission  of  the 
will  of  J.  M.  Patton.  The  only  one  material  point  to  notige  is  that 
it  was  not  properly  proved  or  probated.  But  the  proofs  are  con- 
clusive that  it  was  proved  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  city  of 
Richmond,  Virginia,  agreeably  to  the  laws  of  that  State,  and 
according  to  the  laws  of  Illinois,  the  will  was  as  available  in  proof 
there  as  if  probated  in  that  State.    .  Judgment  affirmed. 

Mr,  B.  C.  Cook  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  Conway  Robinson  for  defendant  in  error. 


UNDERHILL  v,   HERNDON. 

ERROR  TO   THE   CIROmT    COURT   OF   THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB   THE 
NORTHERN   DISTRICT    OF    ILLINOIS. 
No.  107.    Argued  April  25, 187O.  —  D0elded  April  ao,  1870. 
Little  V.  Hemdon,  10  Wall.  26,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois. 
This  is  a  suit  in  ejectment  against  Underbill,  in  the  court  below, 
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to  recover  possession  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  the  northeast 

quarter,  and  the  south  half  of  the  northwest  quarter,  section  26, 

township  27  north,  range  13  west. 

The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Little  v.  Hemdan  di&poses  of  all  the 

questions  raised  and  decided  in  this  case  in  the  court  below. 

Jtidgment  affirmed, 
Mr.  B.  C.  Cook  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Conway  Robinson  for  defendant  in  error. 


STURTEVANT  u   HERNDON. 

SRBOB  TO   THE  CIRCUIT   COURT   OF   THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 
NORTHERN   DISTRICT   OF    ILLINOIS. 
No.  108.    Argued  April  85, 1870. — Decided  April  80, 1870. 
Little  V.  Herndon,  10  Wall.  26,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois. 

This  suit  in  ejectment  was  brought  by  Herndon  against  Sturte- 
yant,  in  the  court  below,  to  recover  possession  of  the  southwest 
quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter,  and  the  south  half  of  the  north- 
west quarter  of  section  26,  township  27  north,  range  13  west.  The 
opinion  in  Little  v.  Herndon,  10  Wall.  26,  disposes  of  all  the 
<][uestions  in  this  case.  Judgment  affirmed. 

Mr.  B.  C.  Cook  iov  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Conway  Bobinson  for  defendant  in  error. 


UNDERBILL  v.   PATTON. 
error  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  united  states  for  the 

northern   district   of   ILLINOIS. 

No.  199.    Argoed  April  25, 1870.  —  Decided  April  80, 1870. 

Little  V.  Berndon,  10  Wall.  26,  foUowed. 
Long  V.  Patton,  ante,  57S,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois. 
The  suit  in  ejectment  was  brought  by  Mrs.  Patton  against  Under- 
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hill,  in  the  court  below,  to  recover  possession  of  the  south  half  of 
section  22,  township  27  north,  range  13  west. 

All  the  questions  in  this  case  are  disposed  of  in  the  cases  of 
Little  V.  Hemdofiy  10  Wall.  26,  and  Long  v.  PaUon,  ante,  573. 

Judgmeid  afirmoL 

Mr,  B,  C  Cook  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Conway  Robinson  for  defendant  in  error. 


SUPERVISORS  V.   UNITED  STATES  ex  reL  DUKANT. 

ERROR   TO   THE   CIRCUIT   COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB   TM 

DISTRICT  OF   IOWA. 

No.  202.    Sobmitted  April  26, 1870.  —Decided  April  ao,  1870. 

There  being  no  error,  the  jadgment  of  the  conrt  below  is  affirmed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Iowa. 

The  writ  of  error  brings  up  the  petition  of  the  relator  for  an 
alternative  writ  of  mandamus  to  the  Supervisors  of  Poweshiek 
County,  commanding  them  to  levy  a  tax  sufficient  to  pay  a  jadg- 
ment against  the  county;  a  return,  demurrer  to  the  same,  juc^ent 
sustaining  demurrer;  a  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus,  and  leave 
granted  till  next  term  to  make  a  sufficient  return  to  peremptory  man- 
damus ;  or,  if  not,  that  an  attachment  issue  returnable  forthwith. 

We  perceive  no  error  in  the  proceedings,  and  the  judgment  for 
peremptory  mandamus  is  AffirmsL 

Mr.  S.  V.  White  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  James  Orant  for  defendant  in  error. 


GODBE  V.   TOOTLE. 

error   to   the   supreme   court   of   the   territory    of  UTAH. 
No.  258.    Argued  April  S2, 18T0.  ~  Deelded  April  SO,  1870. 

This  court  will  not  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  a  firm,  if  the  writ  of 
error  does  not  name  the  persons  who  compose  it. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  of  error  by  which  the  cause 
is  brought  here  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory. 
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The  writ  of  error  describes  the  judgment  as  rendered  in  favor  of 
Tootle,  Leach  &  Co.,  without  naming  the  persons  who  composed 
the  firm.  But  it  has  been  often  held  that  such  a  writ  is  irregular 
and  that  this  C9urt  will  not  undertake  to  review  a  judgment  thus 
described.  The  cases  are  cited  in  Mussina  v.  Cavazos,  6  Wall. 
355,  and  need  not  be  more  particularly  referred  to. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  torie  must  be  aUou)ed. 

Mr.  A.  G.  Thurman,  Mr.  B.  N.  Baskiny  Mr.  T.  W.  BarUey,  and 
Mr.  F.  P.  Stanton  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Carlisle  and  Mr.  John  Titus  opposing. 


McCOLLUM  V.   HOWARD. 

▲PPBAL    FBOM   THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THB    UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE  DISTRICT   OF   IOWA. 
No.sa.    Argned  Febrnary  4, 18T0.  —  Decided  March  7, 1870. 
This  court  will  not  take  Jarisdlctlon  over  an  hiterlocntory  decree. 

Mr.  Justice  Field  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  decree  in  this  case,  made  on  the  twe^ty-sixth  day  of  May, 
1869,  is  interlocutory  and  not  final.  The  appeal  from  it  must, 
therefore,  be  dismissed.  Ordered  accordingly: 

Mr.  S.  W.  Fuller,  Mr.  B.  C.  Cook,  Mr.  Thomas  F.  WUhrow,  for 
appellants. 

Mr.  James  Orant  for  appellees. 


UNITED  STATES  v.   POLLARD. 

UNITED  STATES  v.   KOHN. 
UNITED  STATES  v.   STANTON. 

APPEALS   FROM   THE  COURT  OF   CLAIMS. 
Noe.  801, 8M,  800.    Argned  Febnutry  8, 0, 10, 1870. — Decided  February  28, 1870. 
Affirmed  on  the  authority  of  United  States  v.  Anderson,  9  Wall.  56. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Davis  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

There  are  no  material  points  of  difference  between  these  cases 
and  the  case  of  The  United  States  v.  Anderson,  9  Wall.  56,  decided 
at  this  term,  and  the  views  presented  in  that  case  dispose  of  these. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims  in  each  of  the  above-named 
cases  is  42^*^^- 

VOL.  CLIV— 87 
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Mr.  AtUymey  General  and  Mr.  B.  S,  Hale  for  appellant. 

Mr.  4:  O.  Riddle  for  Pollard,  Mr.  J.  A.  WiUa  for  Kohn,  and  Mr. 
Oeorge  Taylor  for  Stanton. 


RILEY  V.  WELLES. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OP    THE    UMTITED    STATES   FOR 
THE   DISTRICT    OF   IOWA. 
No.  807.    Sabmitted  February  14, 1870.  —  Decided  Marofa  7, 1870. 
WolcoU  V.  Des  Moines  Co.,  6  Wall.  681,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Nelson  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Iowa. 

This  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  that  of  WolcoU  y.  The  De$ 
Moines  Company j  5  Wall.  681. 

Welles,  the  plaintiff  below,  derives  his  title  by  deed  from  this 
company,  the  same  as  Wolcott  in  the  former  case.  The  suit  in  that 
case  was  brought  to  recover  back  the  consideration  money  from  the 
Des  Moines  Company,  the  grantors,  on  the  ground  of  failuie  of 
title.  The  court  held  that  Wolcott  received  a  good  title  to  the  lot 
in  question  under  his  deed. 

In  that  case  it  was  insisted  that  the  title  was  not  in  the  Des 
Moines  Company,  but  in  the  Dubuque  and  Pacific  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

In  the  present  case  the  defendant  claims  title  under,  and  in 
pursuance  of,  the  preemption  act  of  September  4, 1841. 

Her  husband  took  possession  of  the  lot  in  1855,  and  she  was 
permitted  by  the  register  to  prove  up  her  possession  and  occupation, 
May,  1862.     The  patent  was  issued  October  15, 1863. 

It  will  appear  from  the  case  of  Wolcott  v.  The  Des  Moines  Com- 
pany that  the  tract  of  land,  of  which  the  lot  in  question  was  a 
part,  had  been  withdrawn  from  sale  and  entry  on  account  of  a 
difference  of  opinion  among  the  officers  of  the  land  department  as 
to  the  extent  of  the  original  grant  by  Congress  of  lands  in  aid  of 
the  improvement  of  the  Des  Moines  River,  from  the  year  1846  down 
to  the  resolution  of  Congress  of  March  2, 1861,  and  the  act  of  Jnly 
12, 1862,  which  acts  we  held  confirmed  the  title  in  the  Des  Moines 
Company.  As  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  the  lot  in 
1855  without  right,  and  the  possession  was  continued  without 
right,  the  permission  of  the  register  to  prove  up  the  possession  and 
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improvements,  and  to  make  the  entry  under  the  preemption  laws, 
ii^ere  acts  in  violation  of  law,  and  void,  as  was  also  the  issuing 
of  the  patent. 

The  reasons  for  this  withdrawal  of  the  lands  from  public  sale  or 
private  entry  are  stated  at  large  in  the  opinion  in  the  case  of 
WolcoU  V.  The  Des  Moines  Company ^  and  need  not  be  repeated.  The 
point  of  reservation  was  very  material  in  that  case,  and  we  have 
seen  nothing  in  the  present  one,  either  in  the  facts  or  in  the  argu- 
ment, to  distinguish  it.  The  decree  behw  affirmed. 

Mr.  Tliomas  F.  WUhrow,  Mr.  Oalusha  Parsons,  and  Mr.  WiUiam 
H.  Kdsey  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Edwin  C.  Litd^^dd  for  appellee. 


EX  PARTE  WAPLES. 

ORIGINAL. 
Ko.  10.    Original.    Argued  Deoenib«r  19,  20, 1870.  ^  Dedd«d  Janiury  0, 1871. 
Exparu  Graham,  10  Wall.  641,  followed. 

Petition  for  writ  of  prohibition.  The  case  is  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  facts  are  the  same  in  this  case,  and  the  same  questions  are 
involved,  as  in  the  preceding  case  of  Ex  parte  Oraham  and  Day, 
No.  9,  just  decided,  10  Wall.  541,  and  this  case  is  disposed  of  in 
the  same  way.     The  same  entry  will  be  made  in  both  cases. 

Mr.  Thomxis  J.  DtiranJt  for  petitioner. 

Mr.  Caleb  Cashing  opposing. 


GARNETT  v.   UNITED  STATES. 

EBBOB  TO   THE  SUPBEME    GOUBT    OF    THE    DISTBICT    OF   COLUMBIA. 

No.  16.    Beargoed  February  8, 0, 1871. — Decided  March  9, 1871. 
OameU  v.  United  States,  11  WaU.  266,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  also  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

The  record  discloses  the  same  error  which  has  been  considered 
in  the  preceding  case,  No.  14,  and  the  same  results  must  follow. 

Mr.  Caleb  Cashing  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  for  defendant  in  error. 
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STEVENS  V,  DE  AUBRIE. 
STEVENS  V.  BELLEMARDE. 

EBBOB  TO   THE   SUPREME  COURT   OF   THE   STATE  OP  KANSAS. 

Not.  4ft  uid  46.    Arga«d  uid  ■ubmiOed  November  10, 1870.  ^Dedded  Deoembar  «,  18»». 
BmUh  y.  Stevens,  10  Wall  881,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Davis  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

These  cases  are,  in  all  respects,  like  the  case  of  SnUth  v. 
SteoenSf  10  Wall.  321,  decided  at  this  term,  and  the  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas  in  each  of  them  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  J.  B.  DoolUUey  Mr,  J.  W.  Denver  and  Mr.  James  Hughes  for 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  J.  8.  Black  for  defendants  in  error. 


UNITED  STATES  v.  HODSON. 

ERROR  TO   THE  CIRCUIT    COURT   OF    THE    UNITED   STATES   FOB  THB    | 
DISTRICT    OF   WISCONSIN. 
No  62.    ArguedNoyemberlT,  1870.  — Decided  Deeemb«r6»  1870. 
United  States  v.  Hodson,  10  Wall  395,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Swaynb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  also  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Wisconsin. 

The  record  presents  the  same  questions  which  have  just  been 
decided  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Hodsouy  No.  50,  10 
Wall.  395.     The  result  in  this  case  must  be  the  same. 

The  judgment  below  is  reversed  and  the  cause  will  be  remanded 
with  directions  to  issue  a  venire  de  novo.  Beversed, 

Mr.  Attorney  General  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  M.  H.  Carpenter  for  defendants  in  error. 


UNITED  STATES  v.  MYNDERSE. 

certificate  of  division  in  opinion  from  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR  THE  NORTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  NEW 
YORK. 

No.  237.    Sabmltted  November  U,  1871.  —  Decided  NoTeraber  S7, 1871. 

United  States  v.  Hodson,  10  Wall.  396,  followed. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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Mb.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  comes  before  us  on  a  certificate  of  division  of  opinion 
from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Northern 
District  of  New  York. 

The  answers  to  the  questions  certified  must  be  given  according 
to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  delivered  at  a  former  day  in  this  term, 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Eodson,  10  Wall.  395.  That 
opinion,  to  which  it  is  needless  to  refer  further,  requires  that  the 
first  question  certified  to  us  be  answered  in  the  negative,  and  the 
second  in  the  affirmative,  and  they  are  so  answered. 

Mr.  Attorney  CfenercU,  Mr.  Solicitor  OenercU  and  Mr.  Assistant 
Attorney  OenercU  Hill  for  plaintiff. 

No  appearance  for  defendants. 


VAN  SLYKE  v.   WISCONSIN. 
BAGNALL  v.   SAME. 

ESBOB    TO    THE    SUPREME    COURT    OF    THE    STATE    OF    WISCONSIN. 

No«.  801  and  302.    Argaed  November  15, 1871.  —  Beclded  November  27, 1871. 
The  right  of  a  State  to  tax  shares  of  stockholders  in  national  banking  asso- 
ciations within  Its  limits  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin, 
which  asserts  the  right  of  that  State  to  tax  the  shares  of  stock- 
holders in  national  banking  associations  within  its  limits,  is 
affirmed.  The  case  before  us  is  governed  by  the  cases  of  National 
Bank  v.  Commonwealth,  9  Wall.  353,  in  which  this  court  affirmed' 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky,  and  Lionberger 
v.  Bouse,  9  Wall.  468,  in  which  we  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  on  questions  substantially  the  same  as 
those  in  this  case.  We  think  it  unnecessary  to  restate  the  reasons 
by  which  those  decisions  were  sustained.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  S.  U.  Pinney  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  S.  S.  Barlow  and  P.  L.  Spooner  for  defendant  in  error. 


COUSIN  V.   GENERES. 

error    to    the    supreme    court    of    the    state    of    LOUISIANA. 

No.  286.    Argued  November  17, 1871. — Decided  November  20, 1871. 
Bethell  v.  Demaret,  10  Wall.  637,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
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I  am  instructed  by  the  court  to  say  that  the  decision  in  Betkdl 
V.  Demaret,  10  Wall.  537,  decided  at  this  term,  is  regarded  as 
governing  this  case. 

The  torit  of  error  must  therefore  be  dismissed. 

Jfr.  P.  Phillips  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  Louis  Janin  for  defendants  in  error. 


EX  PARTE  LOUD. 

OBIOIITAL. 
No.  8.    Orlgioftl.    Argued  JuoAry  26, 1872.  ~  Dedded  ICarch  8S,  1871 
Ex  parte  McNiel,  18  Wall.  286,  followed. 

Petition  of  a  writ  of  prohibition  to  the  District  Court  of  the 

United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York.    The  case  ii 

stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  case  differs  in  no  material  particular  from  the  case  of  the 

like  application  by  Alexander  McNiel  just  decided,  13  Wall.  236. 

The  same  considerations  apply,  and  the  result  must  be  the  same. 
Tlie  application  is  denied  and  the  p^ition  dismissedL 

Mr,  C,  Donahue  for  petitioner. 

Mr,  F,  A.  WUcox  for  respondent. 


HOLMES  V.  SEVIER. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB 

THE   EASTERN   DISTRICT   OF   ARKANSAS. 

No.  81.    Argned  and  ■abmltted  November  8, 1871.  —  Dedded  Ifay  8, 1872. 

The  liability  of  the  maker  of  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  of  slares  before 
the  civil  war  was  not  affected  by  their  emancipation. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  an  appeal  in  equity  from  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Arkansas. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  appellants  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
the  balance  due  upon  a  promissory  note,  bearing  date  on  the 
25th  of  December,  1856,  made  by  John  A.  Jordan,  since  deceased, 
to  Robert  Ryan,  also  since  deceased,  for  ten  thousand  dollars, 
payable  on  the  first  of  January,  a.d.  1860,  with  interest  at  the 
rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum  from  date  until  paid.    The  note 
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was  secured  by  a  mortgage,  and  is  averred  to  have  been  given  for 
the  purchase  money  of  slaves  subsequently  emancipated,  by  the 
government  of  the  United  States.  The  defendants  demurred  to 
the  bill.  The  demurrer  was  sustained  and  the  bill  dismissed. 
The  opinion  of  the  court  was  confined  to  the  effect  of  the  emanci- 
pation of  the  slaves  upon  the  validity  of  the  note.  The  judgment 
proceeded  upon  that  ground.  The  views  of  this  court  upon  that 
subject  were  fully  expressed  in  Osborn  v.  Nicholson,  13  Wall.  654, 
recently  decided  at  this  term,  and  they  are  decisive  of  this  case. 

In  accordance  with  those  views  the  decree  of  the  court  below  is 
reversed,  and  the  case  will  be  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  with 
directions  to  proceed  in  conformity  to  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Beversed. 

Mr.  P.  PliiUips  and  Mr.  8.  F.  Clark  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Oeorge  C.  Watkins  and  Mr.   U.  M.  Rose  for  appellees. 


JACOWAY  V.   DENTON. 

EBBOB  TO   THE   SUPBEMB   GOUBT   OF   THE  STATE    OF   ABKANSAS. 
No.  47.    Sabmltted  November  14, 1871.  —  Decided  April  1, 1878. 
Sevier  v.  Uaskelh  14  WalL  12,  foUowed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  is  also  before  us  upon  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  of 
error  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  defendant  in  error  brought  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Yell 
County  to  the  September  term,  1866,  upon  the  writing  obligatory 
executed  to  him  by  William  D.  Jacoway,  deceased,  on  the  4th  of 
October,  1860,  for  the  sum  of  94500  payable  one  year  from  date, 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum  from  the 
maturity  of  the  obligation  until  its  payment.  The  adminis- 
trator interposed  three  pleas : 

(1)  That  the  consideration  of  the  obligation  was  the  purchase 
of  slaves,  and  that  they  were  all  emancipated  by  the  constitution 
of  Arkansas  adopted  in  1864. 

(2)  That  the  slaves  were  emancipated  by  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the  consideration  of 
the  obligation  thereby  wholly  failed. 

(3)  That  the  contract  was  originally  null  and  void. 

The  plaintiff  demurred.  The  court  sustained  the  demurrers  and 
gave  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  amount  claimed  in 
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the  declaration.  The  defendant  appealed  to  the^  Supreme  Cooit 
of  the  State,  and  that  court  affirmed  the  judgment. 

After  what  we  have  said  in  Sevier  v.  HaakeH,  14  Wall.  12,  just 
decided,  it  is  sufficient  to  remark  that  the  record  discloses  no  ques- 
tion cognizable  by  this  court. 

The  vrrU  of  error  is  therefore  dismissed. 

Mr.  A.  H.  Oarland  and  Mr.  P.  PhiUips  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
No  appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


PLANT  V.  STOVALL. 

EBROB  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT   OF   THE  STATE   OF   GE0B6IA. 
No.  83.    Sobmitted  Janaary  22, 1872.  ~  Decided  Febnuiry  6,  ISTl 
There  being  no  error  the  Judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Oeorgia  is,  therefore, 

AffirmtL 

Mr.  8.   W.  Johnston  and  Mr.  Joseph  P.  Carr  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

No  appearance  for  defendant  in  error. 


THE  DES  MOINES. 

APPEAL    FROM   THE    GIROUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE   DISTRICT  OF   MISSOURI. 
No.  108.    Argaed  February  29  and  Mareh  1, 1872.  —  Decided  March  26. 1872. 
The  District  Court  in  a  libel  in  Admiralty  for  collision,  having  adjudged 
both  vessels  to  be  In  fanlt,  and  only  one  having  appealed,  the  only 
question  here  is  as  to  the  fault  of  the  appealing  vessel;   and  on  the 
evidence  the  court  holds  it  to  have  been  in  fault 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Davis  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 

This  is  a  case  of  collision  between  the  steamers  Katie  and  Des 
Moines  while  navigating  the  Ohio  Kiver  on  the  night  of  the  22d 
of  November^  1864.  The  Katie  was  descending  and  the  Des 
Moines  ascending  the  river,  when,  near  the  head  of  Diamond  Island, 
they  came  in  contact,  and  the  Katie  immediately  sank  and  became 
a  total  loss.  The  District  Court  adjudged  boUi  vessels  to  be  in 
fault,  and  the  Circuit  Court,  on  appeal^  affirmed  this  judgment 
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As  the  owners  of  the  Katie  did  not  appeal  from  this  decision,  the 
only  question  for  investigation  here  is,  whether  the  Des  Moines 
was  in  fault.  As  is  usual  in  cases  of  this  character,  there  is  a 
conflict  of  testimony  between  the  ofi&cers  and  crew  of  the  two 
boats  on  important  points,  but  the  physical  facts  of  the  case  estab- 
lish the  proposition  that  on  the  disputed  point  of  most  significance 
the  Des  Moines  was  blamable.  The  Des  Moines,  following  the 
course  of  the  channel,  had  crossed  over  from  the  foot  of  Diamond 
Island  toward  the  Indiana  shore,  and  being  an  ascending  boat, 
according  to  the  well-settled  rules  of  navigation,  had  the  choice  of 
position  in  the  river.  This  choice  was  taken  by  blowing  two 
whistles,  which  told  the  ofiicers  of  the  Katie  that  she  intended  to 
keep  along  the  Indiana  shore  which  was  to  her  larboard,  while  the 
Kentucky  or  Diamond  Island  shore  was  to  the  larboard  of  the 
Katie.  The  Des  Moines,  instead  of  keeping  to  the  larboard,  as 
her  signal  indicated,  was  at  the  time  of  the  collision  turned  to  the 
starboard.  This  is  proved  by  the  nature  of  the  injuries  received 
by  both  boats,  the  injury ,to  the  Katie  being  on  her  starboard  side, 
while  the  Des  Moines  was  struck  on  her  larboard  bow.  If,  as 
is  claimed  for  the  Des  Moines,  she  had  gone  to  the  larboard  until 
she  got  close  to  the  Indiana  shore,  and  then,  as  her  pilot  says  he 
kept  her  "straight  in  the  river,''  and  while  in  that  position  the 
Katie  came  down  on  to  her,  this  could  not  have  happened;  for  if 
the  Katie  struck  her  on  the  larboard,  the  larboard  side  of  both 
boats  would  have  been  injured,  and  if  on  her  starboard,  then  the 
starboard  side  of  both  boats  would  have  been  injured;  but  if  both 
boats  were  heading  toward  the  Kentucky  shore,  the  one  coming 
down  and  the  other  going  up,  and  a  collision  ensued,  it  would 
have  brought  the  starboard  of  the  one  in  contact  with  the  larboard 
of  the  other.  This  was  what  occurred  in  this  case,  and  shows 
clearly  that  the  Des  Moines  did  not  obey  her  own  signals,  and 
was,  therefore,  chargeable  with  negligence. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  Des  Moines  is  not 
blamable  in  other  particulars,  for  this  change  of  course,  being  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  collision,  is  enough  to  condemn  her. 

It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  effort  to  raise  the  Katie  after  the  accident,  and  that  the 
Des  Moines  should  not  be  visited  with  the  consequences  of  this  neg- 
lect. But  there  is  no  proof  that  the  Katie  could  have  been  raised 
if  an  earlier  effort  had  been  made.  If  full  effect  be  given  to  the 
evidence  on  this  subject,  it  may  tend  to  create  a  suspicion  that  the 
owners  of  the  Katie  did  not  engage  the  wrecker  soon  enough,  but 
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it  does  nothing  more.  Leezer^  the  wrecker,  who  had  to  stop  work 
on  account  of  the  rise  in  the  river,  is  unable  to  tell  the  condition 
of  the  river  for  the  two  previous  weeks,  nor  can  he  say  whether 
his  business  would  have  been  interrupted  had  he  commenced  pro- 
ceedings ten  days  before.  It  would  seem  as  if  an  intelligent  river 
man  ought  to  have  known  these  things,  but  in  the  absence  of 
proof  on  these  points,  there  is  no  data  on  which  to  base  a  conclu- 
sion that  an  earlier  effort  would  have  been  successful,  and  there 
is  no  pretence  after  the  work  was  begun  that  it  was  not  continued 
long  enough.  The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 

Mr,  John  A,  WiUs,  Mr.  J.  U,  Rankin  and  Meaers.  Lander  A 
Merriman  for  appellant. 

Mr,  F.  A.  Dick  and  Mr.  James  O.  Broadliead  for  appellees. 


THE  ST.   JOHN. 

APPEAL   F90M   THE    GIBCUIT    COURT    OF   THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB 
THE   SOUTHEEN   DISTBICT   OF   NEW   YOEK. 
No.  131.    Argaed  March  0, 1872.  —  Decided  April  1, 1872. 

Oa  a  question  purely  of  fact  the  court  finds  the  St.  John  in  faulty  and 
decrees  accordingly. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Bradley  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Abraham  E.  Hasbrouck,  the  libellant  in  this  case^  was  the  owner 
of  a  barge  called  the  Ulster  County,  which  was  sunk  in  the  Hud- 
son River  near  West  Point,  on  the  20th  Jfovember,  1864,  by  col- 
lision with  the  steamer  St.  John,  whilst  said  barge  was  in  tow  of 
the  steam  propeller  Pluto.  The  libel  was  filed  against  the  steamer 
to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  sustained.  The  St.  John  was  a 
large  passenger  steamer,  on  her  downward  trip  from  Albany  to 
New  York;  the  Pluto  was  moving  up  the  river  with  the  barge 
Ulster  County  lashed  to  her  larboard  side,  and  another  barge  to 
her  starboard  side,  and  a  canal  boat  astern  of  the  latter.  The 
collision  took  place  about  three  o'clock  in  the  morning  in  a  clear 
moonlight  night.  At  West  Point  there  is  an  abrupt  bend  in  the 
Hudson  Kiver,  making  nearly  a  right  angle.  Below  this  bend  its 
course  is  southerly;  above  it,  proceeding  up  the  river,  it  is 
westerly  for  nearly  a  mile,  and  then  northerly.  The  Pluto  with 
her  tows  was  still  below  the  point,  proceeding  slowly  up  the 
river,  nearer  to  the  eastern  than  to  the  western  shore,  when  the 
St.  John  was  discovered  up  the  western  reach  of  the  river.  The 
St.  John  blew  two  whistles,  signifying  that  she  would  go  to  the 


APPE^'DIX.  687 

left  or  eastward  of  the  Pluto.  The  men  on  the  Pluto  say  that  the 
signal  was  answered  by  two  whistles  on  their  part,  and  that 
the  helm  was  put  to  starboard  accordingly,  turning  the  head  of 
the  Pluto  more  to  the  west.  The  collision  took  place  directly  off 
West  Point,  at  the  abrupt  bend  of  the  river,  about  the  middle  of 
the  channel.  The  St.  John  struck  the  larboard  bow  of  the  barge 
Ulster  County,  and  cut  into  her  about  ten  feet.  The  witnesses 
for  the  libellant,  the  pilot  and  others,  say  that  when  the  St.  John 
approached  them,  she  seemed  to  sheer  to  the  west,  and  thus  ran 
into  the  tow.     This  is  denied  on  the  other  side. 

On  the  part  of  the  St.  John  it  is  testified  by  the  pilot  and  wheel- 
man that  they  discovered  the  light  of  the  Pluto  below  West  Point, 
over  the  land,  as  they,  the  St.  John,  rounded  Magazine  Point, 
where  the  river  turns  to  the  east;  and  that  they  kept  the  helm  of 
the  St.  John  hard  astarboard  until  the  collision  occurred,  thus 
keeping  up  all  the  time  a  sheer  to  the  eastward.  This  could  not 
have  been  so,  for  it  would  have  carried  the  St.  John  to  the  east 
side  of  the  channel;  whereas  it  is  conceded  that  the  collision 
occurred  in  about  mid-channel.  The  St.  John  selected  her  own 
course;  instead  of  going  to  the  right  of  the  Pluto,  as  is  usual,  she 
concluded  to  go  to  the  left,  miscalculating  the  precise  position  of 
the  Pluto,  and  supposing  her  to  be  nearer  to  the  western  shore 
than  she  was.  Having  selected  her  course,  the  St.  John  ought  to 
have  kept  far  enough  to  the  eastward,  or  left,  to  be  sure  of  avoid- 
ing a  collision.  Instead  of  this,  she  kept  in  the  middle  of  the 
channel,  evidently  expecting  the  propeller  to  keep  out  of  her  way. 
In  rounding  the  point  she  hugged  too  near,  and  did  not  give  the 
Pluto  a  chance  to  get  inside  of  her. 

The  case  is  purely  one  of  fact,  and  it  can  serve  no  instructive 
purpose  to  review  the  evidence  in  detail.  We  have  carefully  ex- 
amined it,  and  are  satisfied  that  the  result  reached  by  the  District 
and  Circuit  Courts  was  correct. 

2%e  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed^  with  interest  on  the 
amount. 

Mr,  Charles  Jones  for  appellant. 

Mr,  C,  Donohue  and  Mr.  C,  Swan  for  appellee. 


GERMAIN  V.   MASON. 

XBBOB  TO  THE  SUPBEME   COUBT   OF   THE  TEBBITOBY  OF  MONTANA. 
No.  2M>.    Argued  April  5, 1872.  —  Decided  April  22, 1873. 

Writs  of  error  from  this  court  mast  bear  the  test  of  the  Chief  Jastlce. 


588  APPENDIX. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conii 

The  writ  of  error  in  this  case,  as  in  the  case  of  WeUs  y.  Mc- 

Gregory  13  Wall.  188,  decided  at  this  term,  bears  the  test  of  the 

clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Montana  and  not 

the  test  of  the  Chief  Justice  of  this  court. 

It  must  therefore  be  dismisted. 

Mr,  A,  M,  Woodfolk,  Mr.  F,  A.  Dick  and  Mr,  George  G,  WrigU 
for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  J,  Hubley  Ashton  and  Mr,  Nathaniel  Wilson  for  defendant 
in  error. 


NORTHWESTERN    UNION    PACKET    CO.    v.    HOME 
INSURANCE  CO. 

ERBOR  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT   OF   THE  STATE   OF  IOWA. 

No.  M7.    Babmitted  January  19, 1872. — Decided  Janaary  2»,  ISTS. 

A  writ  of  error  to  the  highest  court  of  a  State  must  be  allowed,  either  hj  t 
justice  of  this  court,  or  a  Judge  of  that  court. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

On  looking  at  the  record  we  find  no  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error, 
either  by  a  justice  of  this  court  or  by  a  judge  of  the  state  court 
We  have  repeatedly  decided  that  such  an  allowance  was  necessary, 
upon  a  writ  of  error  addressed  to  the  highest  court  of  the  State, 
by  which  the  judgment  or  decree  could  be  rendered.  CdUan  r. 
May  J  2  Black,  541,  543;  TwitcheU  v.  7%e  CommontoeaUky  7  Wall 
321;  Gleason  v.  Florida,  9  Wall.  779.  The  case  of  Davidson  y, 
Lanier,  4  Wall.  447,  453,  referred  to  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  was  a  writ  of  error  addressed  to  an  inferior  court  of  the 
United  States,  and  is  therefore  inapplicable. 

The  writ  before  us  must  be  Dismissed. 

Mr,  L,  Allis  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  George  W,  McCrary  for  defendant  in  error. 

The  above  was  rescinded  May  6,  1872,  and  writ  of  certiorari 
granted.  The  case  was  afterwards  decided  at  December  term, 
1872,  as  No.  228.  Argued  and  submitted  and  affirmed  April  1% 
1873. 
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GRAY  V.  COAK 

EBBOB  TO   THE  8UPBEME  GOUBT   OF   THE   STATE   OF   IOWA. 

No.  481.    Argoed  D«cemb«r  15, 1871.  —  D^lded  December  18, 1871. 

To  give  this  court  Jurisdiction  over  tlie  judgment  of  tlie  highest  court  of  a 
State,  brought  here  by  writ  of  error,  it  must  appear  that  some  question 
under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  was  made  by  the  pleadings, 
or  passed  upon  by  the  court 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Iowa. 

On  looking  into  the  record  we  find  no  question  under  the  25th 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  made  by  the  pleadings  or  passed  upon 
by  the  court;  and  we  have  often  held  that  it  must  appear  affirma- 
tively from  the  record  that  such  a  question  was  made  and  passed 
ux)on  before  this  court  can  acquire  jurisdiction  to  review  the  judg- 
ment of  a  state  court  upon  writ  of  error. 

The  motion  must  therefore  be  allowed  and  the  writ  of  error 
must  be  Dismissed. 

Mr.  Daniel  Chray  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  Walter  L  Hayes  and  Mr.  A.  T,  Cotton  for  defendants  in 
error. 


DAVIDSON  v.  CONNELLY. 

EBBOB   TO    THE    SUPBEME    COUBT    OF    THE    STATE    OF    MINNESOTA. 

No.  610.    Submittad  Jaooary  12, 1872. — Decided  February  6, 1872. 

A  writ  of  error  to  a  state  court  is  dismissed  l>ecause  no  question  was 
decided  by  that  court  of  which  this  court  has  Jurisdiction  under  the 
26th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

On  looking  into  the  record  we  do  not  find  that  any  question  was 
decided  in  the  state  court  of  which  we  have  jurisdiction  under  the 
25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act.  The  writ  of  error  therefore 
must  be  Dismissed. 

Mr.  Lorenzo  AlUs  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  James  Smith,  Jr.,  for  defendant  in  error. 
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JONES  V.  FRITSCHLE. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES  FOB 
THE   DISTRICT   OF   MISSOURI. 
No.  N.    Argued  November  22, 1872.  —  Decided  JftDoary  6, 1878^ 

Dismi8sed  because  the  amount  in  controversy  does  not  give  the  eoBii 
Jurisdiction. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooort 

This  controversy  relates  only  to  certain  land  in  Macon  County, 
Missouri,  the  value  of  which^  as  stated  in  the  answer,  was  one 
thousand  dollars.  This  statement  is  confirmed  by  the  evidence. 
The  amount  in  controversy,  therefore,  does  not  exceed  two  thou- 
sand dollars,  and  we  have  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case  on  appeal. 

The  appeal  must  be  dismiued, 

Mr.  James  A,  Buchanan  for  appellant. 

Mr.  J,  C,  Robinson  for  appellee. 


DIAZ   V.   UNITED  STATES. 
appeal  from  the  circuit  court  of  the  united  states  foe 

the   district   of   CALIFORNIA. 
No.  07.    Submitted  Febraary  10. 1878.  —  Deelded  March  8, 187S. 
Pico  V.  United  States,  2  Wall.  279,  and  Peralta  v.  United  States,  8  Wall  4S4, 
followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooort. 

I  am  instmcted  to  say  that  the  decree  in  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  District  of  California  is  affirmed  on  the  authority  of  Pico  v. 
UnUed  States,  2  Wall.  279,  and  PeraUa  v.  UnUed  States,  3  Wall 
434.  It  is  not  thought  necessary  to  do  more  than  to  refer  to  these 
cases.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  S,  0.  HougJiton  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Attorney  OenercU  for  appellee. 


UNITED  STATES  v.  STAFFORD. 
certificate  of  division  in  opinion  from  the  circuit  court 

OF    the    united    states    for    the    middle    district    of  TEN- 
NESSEE. 

No.  106.    Argued  January  10, 1873.  —  Decided  Janoary  27, 187S. 

A  certified  question  is  answered  coapled  with  a  statement  that,  ihroagli 
subsequent  legislation,  it  has  ceased  to  be  of  any  importance. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
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We  are  all  of  tBe  opinion  that  the  question  certified  in  this  case 
must  be  answered  in  the  negative.  As  the  act  of  Congress  has 
been  so  modified  that  the  question  has  ceased  to  be  of  any  impor- 
tance, no  comment  is  thought  necessary. 

Mr.  Jttomey  Oeneral  and  Mr.  Solicitor  Oenerol  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  John  P.  Murray  for  defendant. 


NORTON  V.  JAMISON. 

ERROR    TO    THE    SUPRBMR    COURT    OF    THE    STATE    OF    LOUISIANA. 

Ko.  102.    Babmltted  December  6, 1872.  ^  Decided  Jaonary  18, 1878. 
Bartemeyer  t.  Iowa,  18  Wall.  129,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 
Our  decision  in  this  case  must  be  governed  by  the  case  of  Bar- 
temeyer  v.  Joico,  18  Wall.  129,  and  the  writ  of  error  must  be 

Di8mi89ed. 
Mr.  Miles  Taylor  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  D.  O.  Campbell  for  defendant  in  error. 


OULTON  V.   SAN  FRANCISCO  SAVINGS  UNION. 

ERROR  TO   THE  CIRCUIT   COURT    OF    THE    UNITED   STATES    FOR   THE 
DISTRICT   OF   CALIFORNIA. 
No.  200.    Argned  April  7, 1878.  ~  Decided  April  28, 1878. 
Oulton  y.  Savings  Institution,  17  Wall.  109,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Clifford  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Taxes  were  collected  of  the  bank  in  this  case  by  the  defendant, 
to  the  amount  of  three  thousand  and  sixty-six  dollars  and  sixty- 
three  cents,  which  the  bank  paid  under  protest,  and  brought  this 
suit  in  the  state  court  to  recover  back  the  amount,  and  the  suit,  on 
motion  of  the  defendant,  was  removed  into  the  Circuit  Court. 

Suffice  it  to  say,  without  entering  into  particulars,  that  the 
pleadings,  proceedings,  and  evidence  in  this  case  are  substantially 
the  same  as  in  the  preceding  case,  and  the  court  rendered  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  whole  amount  claimed,  and  the  defendant 
sued  out  the  present  writ  of  error,  and  for  the  reasons  assigned  in 
the  preceding  case  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to 
issue  a  new  venire.  Reversed. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Q.  E,  Whitekead  for  defendant  in  error. 
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HUMBIRD  V.  JACKSON  COUNTY. 

ERROR  TO   THE  CIRCUIT  COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOE  THB 
WESTERN   DISTRICT   OF    WISCONSIN. 
No.  a09.    Argued  AprU  Q,  1878.  >  Dwdded  April  28, 1878. 
Olcott  V.  SupervUorSt  16  Wall  678,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Clifford  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  is  controlled  by  the  rule  established  by  this  court  in  the 
case  of  Olcott  v.  Supervisors  of  Fond  du  Lac  County^  decided  at  the 
present  term,  Olcott  v.  Supervisors^  16  Wall.  678,  to  which  reference 
is  made  for  the  grounds  of  the  judgment  in  this  case. 

Judgment  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to 
issue  a  new  venire.  Reversed. 

Mr,  M.  H.  Carpenter  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  U,  L,  Palmer  and  Mr.  F.  W.  Pitkin  for  defendant  in  error. 


CHARLESTON  v.  JESSUP. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    POB 
THE   DISTRICT   OF   SOUTH   CAROLINA. 
No.  2S4.    Argued  Febrnary  14, 1878.  —  Decided  Marah  81, 1878. 
Tomlitison  v.  Jessup^  15  Wall.  454,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Field  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  is  governed  by  the  decision  in  Tomlinson  and  others, 
appellants,  against  the  same  defendant,  15  Wall.  454.  Upon  the 
authority  of  that  decision  the  decree  must  be  reversed^  and  the 
cause  be  remanded  to  the  court  below  with  directions  to  dismiss 
the  suit;  and  it  is  so  ordered.  Reversed. 

Mr.  D.  T,  Corbin  for  appellants. 

Mr.  L  O.  Barker  for  appellee. 


BANK  OP  NEW  ORLEANS  v.  CALDWELL. 
error  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  united  states  fob  thb 

district   of   LOUISIANA. 
No.  255.    Submitted  January  28, 1878.  —  Decided  ICarch  8, 1873. 

This  case  Is  dismissed  without  an  opinion,  as  no  exceptions  appear  to  hsjt 
been  talcen  during  the  trial. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chase  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooort 
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Ordered,  by  the  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  District  of  Louisiana  be  affirmed,  without  an  opinion,  no  bill 
of  exceptions  appearing  to  have  been  taken  during  the  progress  of 
the  trial. 

Mr,  WiUiam  M,  Evarts  and  Mr.  J.  HMey  Ashtan  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Mr,  P,  PhxUipa  for  defendants  in  error. 


SOUTH  CAROLINA  ex  rel  ROBB  v.  GURNEY. 

BBBOB  TO  THB  SUPBEME  COUBT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  SOUTH 
CABOLINA. 

No.  23.    Be-argaed  October  20, 21, 1878.^  Decided  November  8, 1878. 

State  ▼.  Stolh  17  WaU.  425,  foUowed. 

Mb.  Justice  Hunt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
The  same  judgment  is  ordered  in  this  case  as  in  State  v.  StoU, 
17  Wall.  425. 

Mr.  W.  W.  Boyce,  Mr.  A.  G.  Magrath  and  Mr.  R  B.  Curtis  for 
plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  D.  H.  Chamberlain  for  defendant  in  error. 


THE  ADELIA 


appeal  fbom  the  cibcuit  coubt  of  the  united  states  fob 
the  eastebn  distbict  of  pennsylvania. 

No.  05.    Argued  November  8, 1873. — Dedded  November  17, 187S. 

On  the  facts  detailed  in  the  opinioQ,  the  court  holds  Jthat  there  was  no 
contrlbQtory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  libellant. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Bbadlet  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  steam  tug  Adelia  had  fifteen  barges  in  tow  on  the  Hudson 
River^  bound  from  Albany  to  New  York.  The  barges  were  arranged 
under  the  directions  of  the  master  of  the  Adelia,  four  abreast,  and 
in  four  tiers.  The  libellant's  barge,  Alaska,  was  on  the  larboard 
side  of  the  front  tier,  about  three  hundred  feet  in  rear  of  the  tug. 
The  other  tiers  followed  at  short  intervals,  some  eight  or  ten  feet 
apart.  About  two  o'clock  in  the  morning,  when  a  mile  and  a  half 
below  Hudson,  the  tug  ran  aground  on  the  east  side  of  the  river, 
and  the  tow-boats,  being  perfectly  helpless,  came  upon  her,  and  the 
VOL.  djv— 38 
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barge  of  the  libellant  was  staved  in  by  her  propeller,  as  is  sup- 
posed, and  sank.  It  is  agreed  that  it  was  quite  dark  at  the  time, 
and  the  captain  of  the  tug  says  that  half  a  gale  was  blowing  from 
N.N.W.  There  is  conflicting  evidence  as  to  the  width  of  the 
channel  at  that  place,  but  the  weight  of  it  is,  and  the  assessors 
found,  that  it  is  six  hundred  feet.  The  tide  was  at  ebb,  and  the 
progress  of  the  tug  and  tows  was  about  three  miles  an  hour,  which 
is  nearly  three  hundred  feet  per  minute.  Of  course,  if  the  tug 
stopped,  the  tow-boats  would  be  upon  her  in  a  little  over  a  minute 
of  time.  The  pilot  of  the  tug  says  that,  *^  there  are  flats  on  both 
sides  of  the  river;  that  they  were  steering  by  marks  on  the  land 
when  they  could  see  them,  and  when  they  could  not  see  them  they 
steered  by  guess  work;  that  they  could  not  see  the  shore  or  any 
mark  on  it  when  they  grounded,  and  had  not  been  able  to  get  a 
regular  mark  for  half  an  hour  before  they  grounded."  It  seems  so 
very  manifest  that  this  was  hazardous  sailing,  that  the  claimants 
feel  the  necessity  of  relying  more  on  the  alleged  negligence  of  the 
owner  of  the  barge  in  contributing  to  the  accident,  than  on  any 
justification  of  their  own  conduct.  The  assessors  to  whom  the 
questions  of  fact  were  referred  below,  reported  as  follows:  "The 
assessors  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  the  tug  was  in  fault  in 
not  using  the  proper  skill  and  judgment  (caution)  in  navigation  of 
the  said  tug.  To  exemplify:  it  appears  that  the  navigator  of  the 
tug  elected  to  proceed  with  his  tow  under  what  the  assessors  think 
were  very  hazardous  circumstances.  It  is  shown  by  the  testimony 
that  the  wind  was  blowing  strong,  if  not  nearly  a  gale;  the  night 
was  dark,  spitting  snow  occasionally;  no  landmarks  were  discern- 
ible, or  any  visible  thing  to  guide  the  navigator  in  this  *  blind ' 
part  of  the  channel;  yet,  notwithstanding  this,  there  was  no  lead, 
no  sounding  pole,  or  any  means  whatever  used  to  ascertain  the 
depth  of  the  water,  or  to  warn  the  navigator  of  his  approach  on  to 
the  flats  which  lined  that  portion  of  the  river.  This  neglect  seems 
the  more  reprehensible  as  the  channel  is  deep,  (reference  to  the 
chart  presented  shows  that  the  channel  is  about  six  hundred  feet 
wide  where  the  collision  occurred,)  and  the  approach  to  the  flats 
steep,  and  consequently  more  readily  indicated." 

In  this  verdict  of  the  assessors  we  concur. 

The  question  then  arises  whether  the  libellant,  by  his  own  negli- 
gence, contributed  to  the  accident.  It  appears  that  there  was  no 
one  on  the  deck  of  the  barge  when  the  collision  happened.  On 
one  or  two  of  the  barges  in  the  forward  tier  there  were  persons  on 
deck  at  the  time.     But  they  all  agree  in  saying  that  nothing  could 
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have  been  done  to  prevent  the  collision.  Their  rudders,  if  they 
could  have  been  unlashed,  were  at  once  disabled  by  the  approach 
of  the  barges  behind,  and  they  could  hardly  be  apprised  of  the 
stopping  of  the  tug  before  they  were  down  upon  her.  Besides,  the 
whole  tow  as  well  as  the  tug  was  under  the  direction  of  the  master 
of  the  latter,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he  required  the  people  in 
the  barges  to  be  on  the  lookout.  An  experienced  tug  captain  testi- 
fied that  they  don't  expect  to  have  any  one  on  the  deck  of  the  tows ; 
that  it  is  not  customary,  and  is  not  required.  On  this  point  the 
assessors  say:  "The  assessors  are  of  the  opinion  that  there  could 
not  have  been  anything  done  to  prevent  the  collision,  because,  1st, 
the  distance  was  too  short,  say  three  hundred  feet  at  three  knots, 
would  be  overcome  in  one  minute  of  time;  2d,  because  those  on 
board  of  the  tow  had  no  intimation  that  the  tug  was  ashore,  or 
even  in  danger,  as  the  hail  to  'keep  off'  or  'keep  clear'  certainly 
conveyed  no  warning  that  such  a  state  of  things  existed,  but  would 
clearly  be  taken  for  an  order  to  *keep  off '  from  the  'flats.' " 

The  decree  is  affirmed,  with  interest  and  costs. 

Mr.  Edward  D.  McCarthy  and  Mr.  J.  Hdbley  Ashton  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Morton  P.  Henry,  Mr.  T.  O.  T.  Buckley  and  Mr.  James  W. 
Paul  for  appellee. 

CHICAGO  AND  NORTHWESTERN  RAILWAY  CO.  v. 
FULLER. 

EKBOR  TO   THE   SUPBEME   COUBT   OF   THE   STATE   OF   IOWA. 
No.  89.     Submitted  November  6, 1873.  —Decided  December  28, 1873. 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Fuller,  17  Wall.  561,  followed. 

Mb.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
The  record  in  this  case  presents  the  same  question  as  the  record 
in  No.  88,  between  the  same  parties,  heretofore  decided  at  the 
present  term,  Railroad  Company  v.  FuUer,  17  Wall.  561.     The 
opinion  in  No.  88  decides  that  question. 

Tlie  judgment  in  this  case  is,  therefore,  affirmed. 
Mr.  B.  C.  Cook  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  J.  Hubley  Ashton  and  Mr.  Nathaniel  Wilson  for  defendant  in 
error. 

:CENNER  V.   UNITED  STATES. 

ERBOB  TO   THE   CIBCUIT   COUBT   FOB   THE   DISTBICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 
No.  a02.    Argued  April  8  and  9, 1874.  —  Decided  May  4, 1874. 

The  ConJUcation  Cases,  20  Wall.  92,  followed. 
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Mr.  Justice  Strong  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  case  which  we  ha^e  not  considered  in  our 
review  of  2%e  United  States  v.  Eight  Hundred  and  Forty-four  Lots 
and  Ten  Squares  of  Oround,  the  property  of  John  Slidell,  just 
decided.     The  Confiscation  Cases,  20  Wall.  92. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 

Mr,  C  Cushing,  Mr.  W,  W.  Boyce,  Mr.  C  M.  Conrad,  Mr.  i.  L 
Conrad,  Mr.  W.  D.  Davidge  and  Mr.  B.  FendaU  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr.  Attorney  OeneixU  for  defendant  in  error.    * 


ALLEN  V.  TARLTON. 

ERROR  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OB  LOUISIAVA. 

No.  251.    Sabmltted  ICnroh  16, 1874. — DMlded  ICaroh  23, 1874. 
Dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

Motion  to  dismiss. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  writ  of  error  taken  in  this  cause  is  dismissed,  because  it 

does  not  appear  that  judgment  of  the  state  court  necessarily 

involved  the  decision  of  any  question  which  could  give  this  oooit 

jurisdiction.  Dismissed. 

Mr.  Miles  Taylor  and  Mr.  P.  PhiUips  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Tliomas  J.  Durant  and  Mr.  Charles  W.  Homor  for  defendants 
in  error.  • 

UNITED   STATES  v.   SIX  LOTS,  HATCH,  Claimant 
UNITED    STATES    v.  TEN   LOTS,   CONRAD,  Claimant 

ERROR  TO   THE   CIRCUIT  COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOE   THB 
DISTRICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 

No.  2S5.    Sabmltted  April  S,  1874.      I       Dedded 
No.  283.    Argued  April  8  ftod  9, 1874.  ilUy  4, 1874. 

The  Confiscation  Cases,  20  Wall.  92,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Strong  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

These  cases  are  in  all  essential  particulars  like  the  case  of 
The  United  States  v.  Eight  Hundred  ai^d  Forty-four  Lots  and  Tbi 
Squares  of  Oround,  the  property  of  John  Slidell;  The  ConfiscatUm 
Cases,  20  Wall.  92.  What  we  have  said  in  reference  to  that  case 
is  equally  applicable  to  these* 
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In  each  case  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  is  remanded  with  instructions  to  affirm  the  judgment 
or  decree  of  the  District  Court.  Reversed. 

Clifford,  Davis  and  Field,  JJ.,  dissented. 

Mr.  Attorney  OenercU  and  Mr.  Thomas  J.  Durant  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 
Mr.  O.  M.  Conrad  and  Mr.  C.  Gushing  for  defendants  in  error. 


PRIEST  V.  FOLGER. 
THWING  V.  FOLGER. 

EBBOB     TO     THE     SUPBEMB    JUDICIAL     COUBT    OF     THE     STATE     OF 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

Not.  298  and  299.    Argued  April  21, 1874.  ~  Decided  May  4, 1874. 

Habich  Y.  Folger,  20  Wall.  1,  followed. 

Mb.  Justice  Hunt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

These  cases  involve  the  same  questions  as  the  case  above  decided^ 
Habich  V.  Folger,  20  Wall.  1;  and,  in  accordance  with  that  decision, 
are  affirmed. 

Mr.  Dudley  Field  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  John  O.  Dodge  for  defendant  in  error. 


WOODMAN  PEBBLING  MACHINE  CO.   v.   GUILD. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIBGUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 

THE   DISTBICT   OF   MASSACHUSETTS. 

No.  811.    Sobmitted  Janaaiy  It,  1874.  —  Decided  January  19, 1874. 

A  jadgpnent  is  entered  according  to  the  stipulation  of  the  parties. 

Mb.  Justice  Cliffobd  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Since  the  appeal  the  parties  have  come  to  an  adjustment  of  the 
controversy,  as  appears  by  the  stipulation  on  file. 

Pursuant  to  that  stipulation  I  am  instructed  to  direct  that  the 
decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  be  reversed;  the  entry  to  be,  that  it  is 
reversed  by  consent  and  that  the  cause  be  remanded  with  direc- 
tions that  a  decree  be  entered  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  com- 
plainant as  prayed  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  it  being  stated  in  the 
mandate  that  the  decree  here  is  entered  by  consent  of  parties  as 
appears  by  the  stipulation  which  should  be  recorded  in  the  case. 

Reversed. 

Mr.  T.  L.  Wakefield  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Oeorge  L.  Roberts  for  appellees. 
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BRUGERE  V.   SLIDELL. 
HEATH  V.  SLIDELL. 

EBBOB    TO    THE    SUPBEME    COUBT    OF    THE    STATE    OF    LOUISIANA. 

Nofl.  479»  532.    Snbmitted  January  8, 1874.  —  Decided  Janoary  19, 1874. 
Bigelov)  v.  Forrest,  9  WalL  339,  and  Day  v.  Jftcou,  18  WalL  166,  followed. 

Mb.  Justice  Stbokg  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Both  these  cases  are  controlled  by  the  decisions  made  in  BigeUnc 
V.  Forrest,  9  Wall.  339,  and  in  Day  v.  Micau,  just  decided,  18 
Wall.  166. 

Judgment  in  both  cases  Affirmed, 

Mr,  L,  M,  Day  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  Thomas  Allen  Clarke  for  defendants  in  error. 


HARDY  V,  HARBIN. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIBCUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB 

THE   DISTBICT   OF   CALIFOBKIA. 

No.  14.    Argued  October  16, 1874.  —  Decided  November  16, 1874. 

After  a  caref al  examination  of  the  proof  relating  to  the  Identity  of  the 
appellants*  ancestor  with  the  grantee  from  the  Mexican  goverameiit^ 
the  court  affirms  the  Judgment  of  the  court  below,  without  deciding  the 
questions  of  law. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Hunt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appellants  are  the  children  of  John  Hardy.  They  allege 
that  to  their  ancestor,  under  the  assumed  name  of  Thomas  M. 
Hardy,  the  Mexican  government  issued  a  grant,  October  23^ 
1843,  for  the  premises  in  controversy;  that  the  appellees,  pur- 
chasers under  a  void  sale  of  Hardy's  interest,  procured  the  com- 
mission, under  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1851,  to  confirm  to 
them  the  lands  so  granted  as  aforesaid  to  Hardy.  The  bill  piays 
that  the  appellees  may  be  compelled  to  convey  to  the  appellants. 

A  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  interposed  upon  the  ground  that  the 
defendants  were  innocent  purchasers,  having  no  knowledge  of 
the  fraudulent  character  of  the  administrator's  sale  under  which 
the  confirmees  purchased.  The  Associate  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  who  heard  and  decided  the  demurrer,  overruled  it,  on  the 
ground  that  under  the  allegations  of  the  bill  the  sale  at  which 
the  appellees  purchased  was  absolutely  void. 
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The  demurrer  having  been  overruled,  an  answer  was  put  in 
which  denies  that  the  complainants  (the  appellants  here)  are  the 
legal  representatives  of  the  Hardy  to  whom  the  grant  was  made ; 
denies  the  alleged  frauds ;  denies  all  knowledge  or  notice  on  the 
X>art  of  the  defendants  of  such  frauds  if  they  were  committed,  and 
all  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  invalidity  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
Probate  Court,  under  whose  order  of  sale  they  became  purchasers. 

This  answer  raised  issues  of  fact  and  of  law  —  of  fact  as  to  the 
identification  of  the  Hardy  to  whom  the  grant  was  made  with  the 
Hardy  whose  heirs  the  complainants  are  admitted  to  be;  of  law, 
whether  purchasers  at  a  sale  made  by  a  court  having  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  person  or  subject  matter,  can  shield  themselves  under 
a  plea  of  purchase  in  good  faith,  without  notice  of  the  invalidity 
of  the  decree  under  which  the  sale  was  made. 

The  district  judge,  sitting  as  circuit  judge,  entered  a  decree  dis- 
mLssing  the  bill  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendants  were  pur- 
chasers of  parties  holding  the  legal  title  —  that  is,  the  patent  of 
the  United  States  —  and  that  they  had  no  notice  of  the  invalidity 
of  the  title  of  their  vendors  upon  which  the  confirmation  was 
made. 

From  this  decree  the  complainants  appeal  to  this  court. 

The  points  of  law  raised  are  — 

First,  That  the  complainants  (children  of  John  Hardy)  at  the 
date  of  the  death  of  Hardy  in  California,  in  1848,  were  aliens,  and 
incapable  of  taking  his  real  property  by  descent,  and  this  both  by 
the  common  law  and  the  Mexican  law. 

Second,  That  the  defendants  are  innocent  bona  fide  purchasers  for 
value  without  notice  from  the  patentees,  and  are  therefore  pro- 
tected in  their  possession.  Upon  this  point  the  district  judge, 
sitting  as  circuit  judge,  held  with  the  defendants  and  dismissed 
the  bill. 

The  question  of  fact  is  the  identity  of  the  two  Hardys  described 
in  the  evidence,  or  rather  the  union  of  the  names  of  John  Hardy 
and  Tomas  M.  Hardy  in  one  man,  and  that  man,  John  Hardy,  the 
father  of  the  complainants. 

The  question  of  fact  lies  at  the  bottom  of  the  case.  If  it  should 
be  held  that  aliens  may  inherit,  that  would  be  of  no  influence 
should  it  be  decided  that  the  complainants  are  not  the  children  of 
the  man  who  called  himself  Tomas  M.  Hardy. 

Should  it  be  held  that  the  defendants  are  not  innocent  purchasers 
without  notice,  or  that  if  such,  that  fact  does  not  constitute  a 
defence  to  the  action,  we  should  make  no  step  towards  a  conclu- 
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sion,  unless  we  also  deoided  that  the  complainants  were  the  chil- 
dren of  the  man  entitled  to  the  grant. 

If  it  is  found  that  the  complainants  are  such  children,  the  other 
questions  arise.  If  it  is  found  that  they  are  not,  the  case  is  ended. 
In  any  aspect  the  question  of  identity  arises  and  must  be  de- 
cided, and  it  is  manifest  from  the  suggestions  already  made  that 
it  is  the  point  that  should  be  first  determined.  We  proceed  to  its 
consideration. 

A  person  describing  himself  as  Tomas  M.  Hardy  died  in  Cali- 
fornia, in  1848,  having  received  a  land  grant  as  a  soldier  in  the 
Mexican  service. 

The  children  of  John  Hardy,  of  Canada,  undertake  to  show  that 
this  person  was  their  father. 

John  Hardy  was  a  mechanic,  bom  in  the  year  1801,  who  left 
Canada  in  the  year  1831  and  never  returned.  His  wife  had  died 
not  long  before,  leaving  three  young  children,  of  whom  the  plain- 
tiffs are  survivors. 

In  seeking  a  solution  of  the  question  before  us  the  inquiries  at 
once  present  themselves, — 

Why  did  he  leave  Canada?  Was  there  any  reason  for  changing 
his  name? 

He  left  Canada,  in  the  lang^uage  of  the  old  tales,  to  seek  his 
fortune.  His  wife,  the  daughter  of  a  respectable  clergyman,  had 
died.  Although  not  in  want  or  destitution,  he  was  not  as  success- 
ful in  business  as  he  wished  to  be.  The  disposition  of  her  property 
by  his  mother  did  not  please  him.  He  had  sought  to  interfere 
with  it  more  officiously  than  pleased  the  mother,  and  she  had 
given  it  to  her  other  children,  omitting  to  give  him  any  portion. 
It  was  rumored  also  that  he  desired  to  marry  the  sister  of  his  de- 
ceased wife,  and  that  his  offers  in  this  respect  were  declined. 
These,  we  believe,  are  the  only  reasons  shown  for  his  leaving 
Canada. 

These  circumstances  furnish  the  answer  to  the  other  inquiry 
suggested,  and  show  that  no  reason  existed  for  a  change  of  name. 
He  had  committed  no  crime  which  compelled  him  to  conceal  his 
departure.  There  was  no  case  of  affection  betrayed  of  which  he 
desired  to  escape  the  consequences.  He  left  openly,  without  con- 
cealment, with  the  knowledge  of  his  friends,  and  with.no  attend- 
ance of  crime,  disgrace  or  dishonor.  He  had  some  conversation, 
as  witnesses  state,  in  which  he  declared  that  his  friends  would  not 
hear  from  him  until  he  was  in  better  circumstances,  and  that  he 
would  change  his  Christian  name,  retaining  the  name  of  Hardy. 
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We  place  little  value  on  the  evidence  of  these  trivial  circum- 
stances, given  thirty  or  forty  years  after  the  occurrence,  there 
being  nothing  at  the  time,  or  occurring  since,  to  impress  the  con- 
versation on  the  mind  of  the  witness.  That  a  man  from  any  cause, 
desirous  of  concealing  himself  from  his  relatives,  should  retain  his 
family  name  and  seek  to  effect  that  object  by  changing  his  Chris- 
tian name  only,  we  think  is  hardly  credible. 

If  we  correctly  understand  the  evidence  no  witness  who  ever 
knew  or  saw  John  Hardy  in  Canada  also  saw  Thomas  M.  Hardy, 
who  died  in  Benicia  in  1848,  and  identified  them  as  the  same  per- 
son. There  is,  however,  evidence  that  John  Hardy  was  in  the 
Southern  States  and  in  Mexico  at  periods  several  years  after  leav- 
ing Canada.  A  number  of  witnesses  testify  to  meeting  a  Mr. 
Hardy  in  various  parts  of  Mexico,  at  different  times  from  1839 
to  1846.  Mr.  Galbraith  Lindsay  testifies  that  in  the  winter  of 
1836-7,  in  Natchez,  Mississippi,  he  frequently  saw  a  man  calling 
himself  John  Hardy,  with  whom  he  talked  about  persons  and  affairs 
in  Canada,  and  was  satisfied  that  he  knew  the  persons  and  places 
of  which  he  spoke,  and  that  he  was  John  Hardy.  Lindsay  was  in 
Natchez  four  months  on  this  occasion,  and  saw  Hardy  at  different 
times  during  a  period  of  four  weeks.  Two  observations  suggest 
themselves  in  relation  to  his  evidence.  1st.  That  Hardy  had 
not  at  that  time  made  any  change  of  name.  He  called  himself,  he 
says,  John  Hardy.  If  from  the  motives  of  anger  or  disappoint- 
ment suggested,  he  determined  to  change  his  name,  he  seems  to 
have  reconsidered  the  determination,  and  at  this  time  bore  his 
true  name. 

2d.  Hardy  told  the  witness  that  he  had  come  down  the  river, 
and  that  he  had  worked  as  a  carpenter,  repairing  boats  or  build- 
ing boats  up  the  river.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  told  him 
that  he  had  been  a  soldier  in  the  Mexican  service,  or  that  he  had 
been  in  or  had  seen  the  battle  of  San  Jacinto.  Although  he  might 
not  have  desired  to  proclaim  this  fact  in  the  Southern  States, 
would  he  have  been  likely  to  omit  so  important  a  feature  of  his 
life  in  his  frequent  conversations  with  his  newly  found  country- 
man? Thomas  M.  Hardy,  it  is  pretty  clearly  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence of  Baldridge,  was  in  the  Mexican  service  at  the  battle  of 
San  Jacinto,  which  occurred  on  the  21st  of  April,  1836,  or  wit- 
nessed the  battle.  Again.  Would  one  who  had  taken  the  Mexi- 
can side  in  that  contest  be  likely  to  return  at  once  to  the  Southern 
States,  where,  as  all  know  whose  recollection  goes  back  to  that 
period,  the  Texan  excitement  was  intense? 
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If  we  suppose  that  this  conversation  and  recognition  by  Lindsay 
occurred  at  the  beginning  of  the  year  1836,  the  difficulty  seems  to 
be  equally  great.  He  conferred  with  Lindsay  about  his  pursuits 
and  employment,  and  was  advised  by  him  to  go  into  the  oountiy 
and  pursue  his  business  as  a  hewer,  where  he  could  obtain  good 
wages.  No  suggestion  of  Texas  or  Mexico  passed  between  them. 
He  came  from  up  the  river,  and  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  before 
April  of  that  year  he  would  have  drifted  down  the  river,  have 
passed  through  Texas,  and  entered  into  the  uncongenial  service 
of  Mexico,  and  been  present,  on  the  21st  of  that  month,  at  tbe 
battle  of  San  Jacinto.  One  or  the  other  of  the  embarrassments 
suggested  must  have  existed  if  this  man  was  the  same  one  who 
afterwards  obtained  the  land  grant  in  question. 

Testimony  is  given  by  Thomas  Hardy,  a  cousin  of  John  Hardy, 
to  the  effect  that  in  1847  he  received  a  letter  from  John  Hardy 
signed  with  that  name,  and  post-marked  Monterey,  California. 
The  letter  stated  that  the  writer  was  building  a  mill,  had  a  block 
of  land  in  California,  and  wanted  his  son  to  come  out;  stated  that 
he  had  reached  California  by  the  way  of  Texas,  and  witness  thinks 
by  way  of  Mexico;  that  he  had  done  well,  and  we  could  all  get 
rich  if  we  would  come  out  there.  The  substance  of  the  letter  the 
witness  communicated  to  John  Hardy's  son,  and  acknowledged  to 
Hardy  the  receipt  of  the  letter. 

Without  intending  an  imputation  upon  the  veracity  of  the  wit- 
ness we  may  say  that  this  evidence  is  open  to  several  criticisms.    . 

1st.  It  is  an  unfortunate  circumstance  that  the  letter  is  not 
produced,  or  that  a  most  diligent  search  has  not  been  made  for  it. 

2d.  The  letter  was  written  and  received  seventeen  years  before 
the  witness  testifies  to  its  contents.  He  is  a  member  of  the  family 
making  the  claim,  and  may  be  assumed  to  be  familiar  with  the 
hopes,  wishes,  and  traditions  of  the  family,  and  with  their  theo* 
ries  on  the  subject.  Although  he  has  no  interest  in  the  claim  it 
is  not  improbable  that  these  circumstances  may  have  given  to  his 
evidence  a  point  and  particularity  that  it  would  not  otherwise 
possess. 

3d.  Alexander,  the  son,  was  then  twenty-two  years  of  age, 
having  been  born  in  1825,  according  to  the  allegation  of  the  bill. 
Why  did  he  not  accede  to  his  father's  request?  Why  did  he  not 
strike  out  as  his  father  had  done,  and  with  a  prospect  before  him 
so  much  better  than  his  father  had?  The  evidence  does  not  give 
us  the  reason.  No  attention  seems  to  have  been  paid  to  the  invi- 
tation by  the  son  or  by  the  family.     That  this  should  be  seems 
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scarcely  consistent  with  the  idea  of  the  actual  receipt  of  such  a 
letter. 

4th.  The  letter  purported  to  come  from  Monterey  in  1847. 
Now,  at  that  time,  Thomas  M.  Hardy  lived  on  the  Cache  Creek,  in 
the  Sacramento  region,  one  hundred  and  fifty  or  two  hundred 
miles  from  Monterey,  which  was  on  the  coast.  That  he  lived  there 
during  that  year,  and  in  1848,  until  his  death,  and  for  several 
years  previous,  is  proved  by  numerous  witnesses.  He  there  had 
his  ranch,  his  horses,  his  mules  and  much  other  property. 

The  letter  stated  that  he  had  built  a  mill  and  had  a  block  of 
land.  The  presumption  is  that  he  wrote  and  sent  his  letter  from 
the  place  where  he  resided;  that  he  was  building  his  mill  there, 
and  that  his  block  of  land  was  at  the  same  place.  Of  course  this 
is  not  certain,  because  he  may  have  built  in  one  place  and  lived 
in  another  one  hundred  or  two  hundred  miles  distant;  his  land 
may  have  been  distant  both  from  his  mill  and  his  residence,  or 
he  might  have  had  his  letter  mailed  at  a  place  far  off  from  where 
he  wrote  it.  All  these  suggestions  are  possible  but  not  probable, 
and  the  intendments  of  law  are  against  them.  For  these  reasons 
we  do  not  attach  much  importance  to  the  letter  said  to  have  been 
received  by  Thomas  Hardy  in  1847. 

It  should  be  added  in  support  of  the  statement  of  the  witness 
that  he  testifies  that  some  friends  of  the  family  had  been  in  the 
Mexican  service. 

.  In  this  connection  may  be  considered  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Gil- 
lespie, offered  to  show  that  John  Hardy  was  at  Monterey,  and  that 
he  was  the  same  man  who  lived  on  the  Cache  Creek.  Mr.  Gilles- 
pie, an  officer  of  the  United  States  sloop  of  war  Cyane,  testifies 
that  a  Mr.  Hardy  was  in  the  service  on  that  vessel  in  June,  1846; 
that  he  saw  him  also  at  San  Diego  and  Los  Angeles,  and  after- 
wards at  his  place  at  the  mouth  of  the  Feather  River,  where  he 
ferried  Commander  Stockton  and  himself  across  the  river  in  July, 
1847,  at  his  ranch,  known  as  Hardy's  ranch.  Los  Angeles  and 
San  Diego  are  some  four  hundred  miles  distant  from  the  Cache 
Creek,  on  which  Hardy  was  a  resident  during  the  years  1842,  1843, 
1844,  1845,  1846  and  1847,  as  deposed  by  many  witnesses.  That 
Mr.  Gillespie  thus  testifies  that  he  was  on  board  his  vessel,  and 
was  at  San  Diego  and  Los  Angeles  in  1846,  and  that  the  same  man 
was  in  the  Feather  Biver  region  (which  is  the  same  as  the  Cache 
Oreek  region)  in  1847,  is  but  another  instance  of  the  irreconcilable 
character  of  the  evidence  before  us. 

That  Hardy  was  in  Cache  Creek,  Sonoma  region,  during  the 
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years  1842,  1843,  1844,  1845  and  1846,  as  well  as  in  1847  and 
1848,  was  sworn  to  by  Davis,  by  Fallon,  by  Lease,  by  Bidwell 
(who  says  he  saw  hiin  every  day  from  1843  down  to  1847),  by 
Sutter  and  many  others.  In  his  prayer  for  the  grant  to  the  Mexi- 
can goveriunent,  which  bears  date  of  September  20,  1843,  he 
certifies  that  he  was  then  established  on  the  frontier  of  Sonoma. 
The  Hardy  on  the  Cyane,  at  San  Diego  and  Los  Angeles,  and  who 
wrote  home  from  Monterey,  if  any  one  did,  could  scarcely  have 
been  the  same  man  who  made  this  petition  and  received  the  grant 
and  lived  during  all  these  years  on  the  Cache  Creek.  Other  wit- 
nesses speak  of  knowing  a  Mr.  Hardy  in  the  southern  part  of 
California  in  1844,  1845,  1846.  If  there  was  such  a  man,  he  may 
have  been  John  Hardy,  but  he  was  not  Thomas  M.  Hardy. 

The  evidence  of  Lindsay  and  Gillespie,*  which  we  have  thos 
considered,  and  the  evidence  of  Thomas  Hardy  that  he  received 
a  letter  from  John  Hardy,  post-marked  Monterey,  which  we  have 
also  considered,  are  the  only  pieces  of  testimony  in  the  case  that 
approach  to  the  character  of  direct  evidence.  That  they  are  not 
very  direct  is  apparent,  and  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  any 
considerable  weight  we  have  endeavored  to  show. 

We  will  now  refer  to  the  circumstances  in  evidence  which  the 
complainants  think  entitle  them  to  a  decree  in  their  favor. 

The  complainants  give  great  weight  — 

1st.  To  the  evidence  that  the  handwriting  of  the  name  Hardy, 
attached  to  the  e^f>edie7Ue  and  the  '4oose  x)aper"  on  which  the 
grant  was  made,  is  the  handwriting  of  John  Hardy,  although  the 
name  signed  is  that  of  Tomas  M.  Hardy. 

2d.  To  the  evidence  that  the  peculiarities  of  person,  of  habits 
and  manners  exhibited  by  John  Hardy  were  exhibited  also  by 
Tomas  M.  Hardy;  and, 

3d.  To  his  declarations  that  he  was  from  Canada,  and  had  left 
a  family  there. 

As  to  the  first  point.  We  cannot  but  think  that  there  is  great 
doubt  of  the  principle  of  this  rule  of  evidence.  The  man  being 
ascertained,  it  is  competent  to  prove  that  a  signature  in  question 
is  his  by  those  who  have  seen  him  write  and  know  his  handwrit- 
ing. Although  a  comparison  of  handwritings  is  not  generally 
allowable,  the  evidence  of  a  witness  is  based  upon  a  mental  com- 
parison of  the  writing  presented  with  that  before  seen  by  him. 
But  it  is  a  different  proposition  when  the  identity  of  a  man  is  to 
be  established  by  proving  that  a  paper  whose  origin  is  disputed 
looks  like  one  which  he  is  proved  to  have  signed. 
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In  relation  to  comparison  of  handwritings,  %.e»  where  genuine 
signatures  are  put  in  evidence  to  enable  the  jury  to  judge  by  com- 
parison, Bennett,  J.,  in  Adams  v.  Field,  21  Vt.  R.  2^,  says: 
"  Those  having  much  experience  in  the  trial  of  questions  depend- 
ing upon  the  genuineness  of  handwriting  will  not  require  to  be 
reminded  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  whole  range  of  the  law  of 
evidence  more  unreliable  or  where  courts  and  juries  are  more  lia- 
ble to  be  imposed  upon." 

In  the  present  case  the  evidence  of  this  character  is  entirely 
unreliable.  It  is  given  by  persons  in  Canada  unskilled  in  the 
subject,  but  who  from  relationship  to  John  Hardy,  or  early  ac- 
quaintance with  him,  seem  to  be  supposed  to  be  especially  quali- 
fied to  speak  on  the  subject.  Some  men  are  called  who  claim  to 
be  skilled  in  the  subject  of  genuine  handwritings,  and  who  have 
experience  in  comparison  of  handwritings.  No  intelligent  court 
should  be  willing  to  base  a  judgment  on  evidence  so  little  satis- 
factory as  this  evidence  is  as  given  in  this  case.  A  note  for  five 
dollars  and  fifty  cents,  signed  by  John  Hardy,  bearing  date  in 
1831,  and  proved  by  some  witnesses  to  have  been  signed  by  him, 
is  taken  as  the  standard.  This  note  is  not  admitted  to  be  genuine. 
(See  1  Green.  Ev.  §  577.)  The  proof  is  in  1864  of  a  signature 
made  in  1831.  The  competency  of  this  evidence  is  quite  doubtful. 
A  writing  to  Mr.  Leese  is  also  produced.  The  body  of  the  note  is 
plainly  in  a  different  handwriting  from  the  signature,  and  was  so 
proved  to  be,  and  yet  some  of  the  experts  who  assume  to  identify 
the  signatures  as  made  by  one  man  are  not  able  to  state  whether 
it  was  written  by  the  same  hand  that  signed  the  note.  Hardy 
was  a  mechanic  not  much  accustomed  to  writing  while  at  home, 
and  his  signature  to  the  note  is  of  that  stiff,  unpractised  charac- 
ter common  to  the  signatures  of  such  men.  Although  the  letters 
proving  the  signature  of  Tomas  M.  Hardy  are  in  many  instances 
like  those  in  the  signature  of  John  Hardy,  the  signature  is  in  its 
general  appearance  more  easy  and  flowing  than  that  of  John 
Hardy. 

Again.  How  is  it  possible  that  John  Hardy  signed  the  papers 
containing  the  statements  to  be  found  in  these  documents?  Tomas 
M.  Hardy  may  well  have  done  so,  but  we  find  it  diificult  to  believe 
that  John  Hardy  could  have  done  it.  The  espediente  is  a  petition 
signed  Tomas  Hardy,  to  the  military  commandant  of  the  frontier 
of  Sonoma  for  a  grant  of  laud,  and  is  dated  at  Sonoma,  Septem- 
ber 20,  1843.  Accompanying  this  is  a  document  styled  the  loose 
paper,  signed  also  by  Tomas  Hardy,  which  states  that  he  arrived 
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at  the  Port  of  Vera  Cruz  in  the  year  1825,  in  the  Victoria  yeasel 
of  war,  in  the  position  of  lieutenant  of  the  same;  that  on  Tarious 
occasions  he  has  rendered  services  to  the  Mexican  nation  in  the 
same  manner  previously,  and  for  this  reason  he  is  considered  as 
naturalized.  This  statement  may  have  been  made  of  some  Hardy 
who  came  to  Vera  Cruz  on  the  Victoria  in  1825,  and  entered  into 
the  maritime  service  of  Mexico,  but  it  was  not  true  of  John  Hardy, 
who  did  not  leave  Canada  until  1831,  and  who  was  in  Natchez 
during  the  winter  of  1836-7,  as  testified  by  Mr.  Lindsay,  and  who 
never  performed  any  maritime  service  for  Mexico,  so  far  as  is 
proved  by  the  evidence.  We  do  not  find  evidence  under  this  head 
to  sustain  a  finding  of  the  identity  of  John  and  Thomas  Hardy. 

2d.  Nor  do  we  find  the  case  supported  either  by  the  evidence 
that  the  peculiarities  of  person  of  John  Hardy  were  found  in 
Thomas  Hardy,  or  that  Hardy's  declarations  respecting  himself 
and  the  condition  of  his  family  afford  any  satisfaction  on  this 
point. 

The  testimony  is  unsatisfactory,  both  in  the  character  of  the 
witnesses  testifying  in  some  instances  and  as  to  the  result  of  their 
evidence  generally.  An  illustration  of  the  extravagant  absurdity 
of  some  of  the  witnesses  is  found  in  the  evidence  of  Wm.  B.  Frazer, 
to  which  reference  is  made  without  reciting  it. 

The  evidence  of  Hardy's  statements  regarding  his  nativity,  his 
family,  and  his  whereabouts  in  his  previous  life,  are  contradictory 
and  uncertain.  Several  witnesses  testify  that  he  stated  that  he 
was  born  in  Canada;  a  larger  number  state  that  he  said  he  was 
from  Canada;  a  still  larger  number  testify  that  he  told  them  he 
was  born  in  England,  and  still  a  larger  number  either  state  that 
he  said  he  was  from  England  or  was  an  Englishman.  Baldridge 
says  he  told  him  he  sat  upon  the  mountains  of  Wales  and  saw 
ships  sail  out  of  Liverpool,  and  that  he  had  been  imprisoned  in 
England  for  contempt  of  court. 

It  is  proved  that  John  Hardy  was  a  carpenter  and  working  on 
boats  on  the  Mississippi  as  late  as  1836-7,  and  yet  Thomas  Hardy 
stated  that  he  had  been  sent  to  sea  by  his  father  at  the  age  of 
fourteen,  had  sailed  over  the  world  in  ships;  that  he  had  taken 
part  in  the  revolutions  in  Peru  and  on  one  occasion  had  thoe 
commanded  a  battery  of  artillery. 

Many  witnesses  testify  that  he  spoke  of  the  childi6B  he  had  left 
at  home,  while  others  testify  that  when  sober  he  refused  to  speak 
of  himself  or  his  family. 

Some  testify  that  he  spoke  of  his  havxDg  a  wife  at  home.     Still 
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others  that  he  said  he  left  Canada  on  account  of  a  dissension 
with  his  wife,  while  others  make  him  refer  to  his  children  only. 

John  Hardy  is  described  by  his  cousin,  Thomas  Hardy,  as  being 
five  feet  seven  or  eight  inches  high,  weighing  one  hundred  and 
sixty-five  to  one  hundred  and  eighty  pounds,  eyes  nearly  black, 
"large,  full,  expressive,  bright,"  hair  black  and  curly,  good- 
looking  face,  high  forehead,  bold  and  determined  look,  and  when 
he  laughed  he  did  it  heartily  and  showed  it  over  his  whole  face, 
with  a  mark  over  his  right  eye  about  an  inch  above  his  eyebrow, 
having  full  and  smooth  voice,  with  distinct  articulation,  and  a 
good  singer.  "  He  was  the  life  of  a  company,  quick  tempered,  but 
with  fine  feelings." 

Mr.  John  Bidwell  was  called  by  the  complainants  to  identify 
Hardy  of  Cache  Creek  as  the  father  of  the  complainants.  No 
witness  called  appears  more  favorably  upon  the  record  than  Mr. 
Bidwell.  He  describes  the  Hardy  he  knew  from  1843  to  1847,  as 
being  five  feet  seven  or  eight  inches  high,  swarthy  complexion, 
low  forehead,  full  cheek  bones,  chin  broad  and  blunt,  his  nose  in- 
clined to  turn  up,  giving  him  an  Irish  or  pugnacious  appearance, 
upper  lip  short,  mouth  rather  broad,  broad,  blunt  chin.  His 
manner  was  reserved  and  uncommunicative.  Never  heard  of  his 
singing;  thinks  he  should  ha^e  known  it  if  he  did.  Spent  many 
evenings  with  him  but  never  heard  him  tell  an  anecdote  and  never 
saw  him  laugh.  He  says  his  eyes  were  of  the  gray  order,  hair 
dark,  inclined  to  be  gray,  and  thinks  he  had  a  scar  on  his  face,  but 
can't  teU  where.  His  manner  was  repulsive,  and  witness  did  not 
associate  with  him  on  account  of  his  habits  and  disposition. 

This  description,  if  not  positively  repugnant  to  Thomas  Hardy's, 
certainly  affords  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  two  men  were 
identical.  Departing  from  this  reasonable  description,  we  find 
nearly  every  characteristic  of  the  human  face  and  form  attributed 
to  Thomas  Hardy,  from  the  clumsy  determination  of  Frazer  at 
identification,  to  particulars  totally  different  from  those  belonging 
to  John  Hardy.  The  general  result  of  the  evidence  of  John 
Hardy's  family  gives  him  black  hair,  dark  eyes,  large,  full,  and 
expressive,  dark  complexion,  straight  nose,  a  little  broad  on  the 
top,  pleasant,  open  countenance,  bold  and  determined,  a  scar  across 
his  right  eye,  social  disposition,  genial  and  agreeable,  of  good 
habits  and  good  moral  character. 

The  testimony  of  many  of  the  California  witnesses  called  by  the 
complainants  describes  Hardy  of  Cache  Creek  as  having  light  hair 
and  whiskers,  nearly  sandy,  deep-set  eyes,  pug  nose,  with  a  scar 
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which  some  locate  on  his  brow  and  some  on  his  nose,  silent,  re- 
served, and  ungracious  in  his  manners,  having  the  English  peculi- 
arity of  omitting  the  h  and  aspirating  the  vowels,  frequently 
drunk,  and  fond  of  the  society  of  loose  women.  It  is  not  intended 
to  say  that,  among  the  great  number  of  witnesses  cidled  by  the 
complainants,  there  are  not  many  who  give  the  California  Hardy 
the  appearance,  manners  and  conversations  which  tend  to  the 
belief  that  he  was  the  father  of  the  complainants.  We  are,  how- 
ever, clear  and  emphatic  in  the  opinion  that  a  consideration  of  the 
entire  body  of  the  testimony  does  not  prove  that  Thomas  Hardy, 
who  died  in  California  in  1848,  was  the  man,  John  Hardy,  who 
left  Canada  in  1831. 

On  the  contrary,  we  are  strongly  inclined  to  the  belief  that  it  is 
proved  affirmatively  that  the  two  men  described  were  different  men. 

We  have  not  attempted  to  analyze  or  to  classify  the  three 
thousand  folios  of  testimony  which  this  record  presents.  It  would 
be  impossible  to  do  so  within  the  limits  of  an  opinion  of  this 
court.  We  have,  however,  examined  it  carefully,  and  have  no 
doubt  of  the  correctness  of  the  result  we  have  reached. 

This  conclusion  renders  unnecessary  a  consideration  of  the  other 
questions  in  the  case,  and  leads  to  an  affirmance  of  the  decree  dis- 
missing complainants'  bill.  Affirmed. 

Mr,  Henry  Beard,  Mr,  B,  S.  Brooks,  Mr.  N.  P.  Chipmauj  Mr. 

W»  W.  Chapman  and  Mr.  C.  T.  BoUs  for  appellants. 

Mr,  J.  B.  Harmon,  Mr,  E,  Janin,  Mr.  E.  L.  ChxM  and  Mr. 
J.  P.  Hoge  for  appellees.    

NORTHWESTERN   UNION  PACKET  CO.  v.  7ILE8. 

ERBOB   TO   THE   CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR  THE 
EASTERN   DISTRICT   OF   WISCONSIN. 
No.  70.    Argued  and  BubmlUed  November  17  and  18, 1874.  —  Deolded  Deeember  7,  UT4. 
Northwestern  Union  Packet  Co.  v.  Clough,  21  Wall.  S17,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Strong  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 

The  errors  assigned  in  this  case  are  the  same  as  those  which 
were  considered  in  the  case  of  these  plaintifb  against  Clongh  and 
wife,  just  decided,  except  that  some  assigned  in  that  case  have  not 
been  assigned  in  this.  The  rejection  of  Tamer's  deposition,  and 
the  admission  of  the  captain's  declarations  to  Mrs.  Clough  are  the 
only  matters  now  brought  to  our  attention.  We  need  add  nothing 
to  what  we  have  said  in  the  former  case.     The  same  reasons  that 
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'required  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  obtained  by  Clough  and  his 
wife  require  the  reversal  of  this  judgment.  Indeed  the  error  here 
is  more  apparent.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  conversation  of  the 
captain  with  Mrs.  Clough  occurred  before  the  plaintiff  left  the  boat, 
and  before  the  relation  as  a  passenger  to  the  defendants  or  to  the 
captain  had  ceased.     In  fact,  the  contrary  appears. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  a  venire  de 
novo  is  directed.  Seversed. 

Mr.  John  W.  Gary  and  Mr.  J.  P.  O.  CoUreU  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  M.  H.  Carpenter  for  defendant  in  error. 


LEE  COUNTY  v.  CLEWS. 

ERROB  TO   THE  DISTRICT   COURT  OF   THE  UNITED   STATES    FOB   THE 
MIDDLE   DISTRICT   OF   ALABAMA. 
No.  79.    Argued  and  aabmltted  November  30, 1874.  —  Decided  December  21, 1874. 
Chambers  County  y.  Clews^  21  WaU.  317,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Hunt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  of  The  County  of  Lee,  plaintiff  in  error,  v.  Clews, 
defendant,  (No.  79,)  involves  the  same  questions  and  is  decided 
by  the  same  principles  as  Chambers  County  v.  Clews,  21  Wall.  317. 

The  judgment  is  Affirmed. 

Mr.  R.  T.  Merrick  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  Samuel  F.  Bice  for  defendant  in  error. 


SCHOW  V.  HAEEIMAN. 

ERROR  TO   THE   CIRCUIT   COURT    OF    THE  .UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 
DISTRICT   OF   MINNESOTA. 
No.  101.    Argned  December  4,  7  and  9, 1874. —Decided  January  25, 1876. 
Schrdenberg  v.  Harriman,  21  WalL  44,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Field  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  depends  upon  the  same  principles  for  its  disposition  as 
the  case  of  Schtdenberg  v.  Harriman,  just  decided,  21  Wall.  44, 
and  upon  its  authority  the  judgment  is  Affirmed. 

Mr.  E.  C.  Palmer  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  John  C  Spooner,  Mr.  B.  J.  Stevens,  Mr.  P.  L.  Spooner  and 
Mr.  J.  C.  Sloan  for  defendant  in  error. 

VOL.  CLIV— 89 
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BASSE  t;.   BROWNSVILLE. 

BBBOB  TO   THE   8UPBEME   COURT   OF   THB  STATE   OF   TEXAS. 
No.  100.    Argned  December  18, 1874.  —  Decided  January  11, 1875. 

The  treaty  of  Goadaloape  Hidalgo  had  no  relation  to  property  within  the 
State  of  Texas. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  writ  of  error  is  dismissed  for  the  want  of  jurisdictioii.  In 
McKinney  y.  Saviego,  18  How.  240^  it  was  decided  that  the  treaty 
of  Guadaloupe  Hidalgo  had  no  relation  to  property  included  within 
the  State  of  Texas.  The  record  does  not  show  that  any  question 
was  made  in  the  court  below  or  decided,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  act 
of  7th  February,  1863,  upon  the  plaintiif's  title.  So  far  as 
anything  does  appear,  the  case  was  disposed  of  without  reaching 
that  question.  Dismissed. 

Mr,  Edgar  Ketchum,  Mr,  James  JR.  Oox  and  Mr.  C.  Botinson 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Thomas  J.  Dura/iU  and  Mr,  Charles  W,  Honor  for  defendant 
in  error. 

ROGERS   LOCOMOTIVE  AND  MACHINE  WORKS   v, 

HELM. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIBGUIT    COUBT    OF    THE   UNITED    STATES     FOB 

THE   SOUTHEBN   DISTBICT    OF   MISSISSIPPI. 

No.  184.    Argued  Janaary  18, 1876.  —  Decided  February  1, 1878. 

To  justify  a  decree  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol  contract  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate,  the  contract  songht  to  be  enforced,  and  its  per- 
f  ormance  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  must  be  clearly  proved ;  and  in  this 
case  it  is  not  so  proved  in*8everal  particulars. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Justice  Hunt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  complainants,  who  are  also  the  appellants,  filed  their  bill  to 
enforce  the  performance  of  a  parol  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  house 
and  lot  in  the  city  of  Jackson. 

The  alleged  contract  was  made  with  the  Mississippi  Manofactor- 
ing  Company,  which  has  since  gone  into  bankruptcy,  and  all  its 
rights,  by  means  of  the  mortgage  hereafter  to  be  mentioned  and  a 
conveyance  from  its  assignee,  are  alleged  to  have  become  vested  in 
the  complainants. 

The  bill  alleges  that  in  the  year  1866  Helm  was  the  owner  of  a 
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certain  lot  in  Jackson,  on  which  was  a  brick  storehouse;  that  the 
house  and  lot  were  purchased  of  Helm  by  the  manufacturing  com- 
pany for  the  price  of  ^12,000,  which  sum  was  to  be  paid  to  Helm 
by  one  hundred  and  iifty  shares  of  the  stock  of  said  company,  for 
which  a  certificate  was  to  be  issued  to  him,  and  on  the  issuance 
thereof  Helm  was  to  make  conveyance  of  the  said  lot;  that  the 
contract  was  not  in  writing,  but  afterwards,  on  the  4th  of  March, 
1867,  by  a  letter  in  writing,  Helm  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  the 
one  hundred  and  fifty  shares,  and  acknowledged  that  the  lot  was  to 
be  conveyed  by  deed  to  the  company  (this  was  contained  in 
Exhibit  A,  which  is  set  forth  at  length);  that  some  work  was 
needed  to  be  done  upon  said  house,  which  Helm  agreed  to  have  done 
for  the  company  and  for  which  the  company  agreed  to  pay;  that 
in  June,  1867,  Helm  made  out  an  account  of  the  expenditures  for 
said  work,  amounting  to  9919.35,  among  the  items  of  which  was  a 
receipt  for  taxes  on  said  house  and  lot  for  $45,  on  which  was 
written  by  direction  of  Helm  a  receipt  of  the  same  for  the  Missis- 
sippi Manufacturing  Company.  It  is  alleged  that  by  reason  of 
these  transactions  Helm  is  estopped  from  denying  that  the  lot 
is  in  equity  the  property  of  the  Manufacturing  Company.  It  is 
further  alleged  that  in  1867  the  company  was  put  in  possession  of 
said  lot  by  Helm;  that  he  acted  as  their  agent  in  renting  the  same 
on  their  account  and  paying  the  rents  to  them.  That  Helm  now 
repudiates  the  sale,  alleging  that  the  same  was  verbal  only  and  not 
binding,  whereas  it  is  alleged  that  the  contract  had  been  acknowl- 
edged by  Helm  in  writing;  that  it  had  been  fully  performed  on  the 
part  of  the  company  by  paying  the  purchase  money,  and  partly 
performed  by  Helm  by  giving  possession  to  the  company,  making 
improvements  thereon  on  their  account,  and  receiving  payment 
therefor  from  them. 

It  is  further  alleged  that  in  1869  the  company,  being  indebted 
to  the  complainants  in  a  large  sum,  executed  to  them  a  mortgage 
of  the  premises  before  referred  to;  that  the  company  became 
bankrupt,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  the  assignee  sold  and 
conveyed  to  the  complainants  -  all  his  right  and  interest  in  the 
property. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill  respecting  the  terms  of  the  contract 
and  the  alleged  performance  are  denied  in  the  answer,  and  a  certain 
other  contract,  quite  different  from  the  one  set  up  in  the  bill,  is 
stated  to  have  constituted  the  understanding  between  the  parties. 

To  justify  a  decree  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  the  contract  ought  to  be  enforced 
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and  its  performance  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  must  be  clearly 
proved.  Omitting  the  consideration  of  the  question  whether  pos- 
session by  the  vendee  in  such  a  case  is  a  controlling  circumstance, 
omitting  also  the  consideration  of  the  point  whether  the  terms  of 
the  alleged  contract  can  be  established  otherwise  than  by  writing 
in  some  form  or  of  some  character,  we  think  it  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned by  any  one  that  all  the  material  points  of  the  alleged  contract 
must  be  proved  by  some  competent  evidence  and  the  substantial 
performance  of  the  conditions  undertaken  by  the  vendee  must  be 
proved  in  like  manner. 

It  appears  from  what  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  com- 
plainants base  their  case  upon  an  alleged  contract  by  which  Helm 
agreed  to  sell  to  the  Manufacturing  Company  his  house  and  store 
lot  in  Jackson,  for  the  sum  of  $12,000,  and  that  Helm  i^reed  to 
receive  the  payment  of  that  sum  by  a  certificate  for  one  hundred 
and  fifty  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  their  company,  which  cer- 
tificate it  is  alleged  was  received  and  accepted  by  Helm  in  satisfiic- 
tion  of  that  sum. 

This  involves  the  specifications  following,  to  wit: 

1.  The  agreed  price  of  $12,000  for  the  house  and  lot. 

2.  A  description  of  the  particular  house  and  lot  so  agreed  to  be 
sold. 

3.  Helm's  agreement  to  accept  a  certificate  of  one  hundred  and 
fifty  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Manufacturing  Company  in 
payment  of  that  amount. 

4.  That  he  did  so  receive  and  accept  it. 

The  answer  is  at  least  to  be  construed  as  putting  in  issue  each 
of  these  allegations  and  requiring  that  proof  of  them  be  made  by 
the  complainants.  Taking  the  evidence  and  the  admissions  of  the 
pleadings  into  account,  we  may  hold  that  the  identity  of  the  house 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  contract  is  sufficiently  established.  On 
the  other  points  there  is  a  failure  of  proof. 

The  complainants  allege  that  the  price  of  the  house  was  $12,000 
pure  and  simple.  The  answer  after  denying  this  statement  allies 
that  so  far  as  there  was  any  understanding,  it  was  to  this  effect: 
that  Helm  was  to  take  not  one  hundred  and  fifty  shares,  but  three 
hundred  shares  of  the  manufacturing  stock,  not  at  par,  but  at  an 
agreed  value  per  share;  that  the  company  s^eed  to  establish  a 
banking  house  in  said  building  at  Jackson,  with  a  capital  of 
$100,000  and  that  Helm  should  be  the  permanent  cashier  thereof, 
at  a  salary  of  $2000  per  year;  that  in  part  payment  for  the  three 
hundred  shares  Helm  was  to  fit  up  the  house  in  question  for  a 
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banking  house  and  convey  it  to  the  company  for  that  purpose^  at 
an  estimate  to  be  ascertained  by  the  parties^  and  that  the  balance 
in  payment  of  the  stock  should  be  paid  by  him  in  money. 

That  an  agreement  to  take  three  hundred  shares  of  stock  is  dif- 
ferent from  an  agreement  to  take  one  hundred  and  fifty  shares; 
that  an  agreement  to  receive  one  hundred  and  fifty  shares  in  pay- 
ment for  a  banking  house  is  different  from  an  agreement  to  receive 
three  hundred  shares  at  an  agreed  value  in  part  payment  of  the 
house  to  be  fitted  up  by  the  vendor  for  a  banking  house,  the  vendor 
to  be  appointed  and  hold  the  office  of  cashier  in  permanence,  at  a 
salary  of  $2000,  and  to  pay  for  the  balance  of  the  stock  in  money, 
are  propositions  that  need  not  be  argued.    ^ 

How  stands  the  proof  as  to  which  of  these  was  the  agreement 
made? 

Annexed  to  the  complainants'  bill  are  four  exhibits  and  seven- 
teen vouchers,  by  which  the  case  is  sought  to  be  sustained.  None 
of  them,  unless  it  be  Exhibit  A,  has  even  a  tendency  to  support  the 
complainants'  view  of  the  case  rather  than  the  defendant's.  They 
are  all  equally  consistent  with  either  theory.  They  show  that  each 
party  understood  that  the  Manufacturing  Company  had  an  interest 
in  the  Jackson  house,  and  that  the  defendant  was  making  expendi- 
tures thereon  and  receiving  rent  therefrom,  for  which  an  account 
was  expected  by  the  company.  This  would  be  equally  the  case 
whether  the  house  was  sold  upon  a  simple  agreement  to  pay  1^12,000 
for  it  in  stock,  or  whether  it  was  connected  with  the  other  condi- 
tions claimed  to  exist  by  the  defendant.  The  parties  were  then 
acting  in  confidence  with  each  other,  and  were  not  particular  in 
their  actions  or  expressions. 

Exhibit  A  is  a  letter  from  the  defendant  acknowledging  the 
receipt  of  a  certificate  for  one  hundred  and  fifty  shares  of  stock, 
and  sending  to  the  company  a  statement  of  their  indebtedness  to 
him.  Whether  the  certificate  and  the  indebtedness  had  any  con- 
nection with  each  other  it  is  impossible  to  say. 

The  letter  proceeds:  "You  can  send  me  the  company's  obliga- 
tion for  the  amount  over  and  above  the  $12,000  I  pay  for  the  one 
hundred  and  fifty  shares,  and  continue  to  give  me  acknowledgments 
of  the  company's  indebtedness  as  I  make  other  payments."  This 
assumes  that  the  writer  has  paid  $12,000  for  the  shares,  but  with- 
out specifying  the  manner,  the  conditions,  or  connections,  and 
assumes  that  the  company  owes  him  money,  but  that  he  expects  to 
make  still  other  payments  for  those  shares.  —  "  Continue  to  give 
me  acknowledgments  of  the  company's  indebtedness  as  I  make 
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other  payments."  The  very  slight  effect  to  be  attributed  to  this 
letter  must  entirely  cease  when  We  read  the  eyidence  of  the  presi- 
dent  of  the  Manufacturing  Company  introduced  by  the  complain- 
ants, in  which  he  testifies  that  ''Price  of  the  house  was  what  it  cost 
to  build  it,  which  was  less  than  ten  thousand  dollars/'  and  also 
"  the  letters  marked  A,  C  and  D  were  written  by  Helm  and  refer  to 
the  house  in  controversy,  and  were  in  part  payment  of  a  contract 
which  was  never  executed."  If  the  price  of  the  house  was  less 
than  $10,000,  and  the  one  hundred  and  fifty  shares  were  in  part 
payment  only  of  a  contract  for  its  purchase,  the  allegations  that 
912,000  was  the  price,  and  the  one  hundred  and  fifty  shares 
received  in  full  payment,  are  of  course  to  be  disregarded.  Not 
only  is  the  complainants'  theory  unsustained,  but  the  defendant's 
theory  is  greatly  aided  by  the  further  testimony  of  the  same  wit- 
ness. In  answer  to  the  question  ''What  connection  had  the 
banking  arrangement  referred  to  in  the  exhibits  of  Helm  with  the 
conveyance  and  sale  of  the  property  in  dispute?  Were  they  or 
not  in  any  way  dependent  one  upon  the  other,  or  what  were  the 
true  facts  relative  thereto?  "  he  says  "the  house  was  sold  by  Helm 
and  bought  by  Mississippi  Manufacturing  Company  for  the  express 
purpose  of  a  banking  house  for  said  company,  of  which  Helm  was 
to  be  cashier.  I  think  the  sale  would  not  have  been  made,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  a  banking  house.  One  hundred  thousand  dollars 
was  to  be  the  capital  of  the  bank,  and  two  thousand  dollars  to  be 
Helm's  salary.     The  bank  was  never  established." 

If  the  arrangements  and  conditions  were  of  this  character,  it  is 
not  pretended  that  they  were  ever  carried  out  in  form  or  in  sub- 
stance, and  it  would  be  far  from  an  equitable  disposition  of  the 
case  to  compel  Mr.  Helm  to  give  a  deed  of  the  property.  The  cer- 
tificate he  offers  to  return  and  it  no  doubt  belongs  to  the  bankrupt's 
estate. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  that  the  title  of  the  assignees 
in  bankruptcy  has  been  conveyed  to  the  complainants.  Without 
such  conveyance,  or  without  making  them  parties  defendant,  there 
can  be  no  recovery  in  this  action.  The  point,  however,  is  not 
made  by  the  defendant,  and  we  do  not  base  our  decision  upon  it. 

For  the  reasons  before  stated  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
decree  dismissing  the  bill  should  be 

Affirmed. 

Mr.  P.  Phillips  for  appellant. 

Mr.  R,  M.  Corwine  and  Mr.  Qainton  Corwine  for  appellee. 
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OULTON  V.  SAVINGS  AND  LOAN  SOCIETY. 

CAEY  V.   SAME. 

SAME  V.   GERMAN   SAVINGS  AND  LOAN  SOCIETY, 

ERBOB   TO   THE   CIBOUIT   GOUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB   THE 
DISTBICT  OF   CALIFOBNIA. 
Not.  160, 172  and  178.    Argned  Febniary  8, 1875.  —  Dedded  Febrnaiy  U,  1876. 
Cary  v.  San  Francisco  Savings  Uniont  22  Wall.  88,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  material  facts  in  these  cases  are  the  same  as  in  Cary  v. 
The  San  Francisco  Savings  Union,  22  Wall.  38,  just  decided.  The 
judgments  are  all  reversed  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  that  case, 
and  the  causes  are  all  remanded  with  instructions  to  render  judg- 
ment in  each  of  them  for  the  defendant.  Reversed. 

Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  H.  J.  Tilden  and  Mr.  G.  E.  Whitehead  for  defendants  in 
error. 


OULTON  u   CALIFORNIA  INSURANCE  CO. 

EBBOB  TO   THE   CIBOUIT   COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB    THE 

DISTBICT   OF   CALIFOBNIA. 

No.  170.    Argned  February  8, 1876. — Decided  Febmary  22, 1876. 

Barnes  t.  BaUroad  Co.,  17  Wall.  294,  and  Stockdale  y.  Atlantic  Ins.  Co., 
20  WaU.  828,  followed. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed  upon  the  author- 
ity of  Barnes  v.  BaUroad  Co.,  17  Wall.  294,  and  Stockdale  y. 
Atlantic  Insurance  Co.,  20  Wall.  323,  decided  at  the  last  term,  and 
the  cause  remanded  with  instructions  to  enter  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  defendant. 

Mr,  Attorney  General  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  C.  E.  WhUehead,  Mr.  F.  M.  FixleymA  Mr.  H.  J.  TOden  for 
defendant  in  error. 


LANE  V.   UNITED  STATES. 

appeal   FBOM   the   COUBT   OF   CLAIMS. 
No.  176.    Arfpied  December  9  and  10, 1874. — Decided  Jaanary  18, 1876. 
Haycraft  y.  United  States,  22  Wall.  81,  followed. 
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Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooart 
This  action,  like  that  of  Haycraft  v.  United  States^  in  which 
the  opinion  has  just  been  read  (22  Wall.  81),  was  commenced 
in  the  Court  of  Claims,  after  the  expiration  of  two  years  from  the 
close  of  the  rebellion,  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  cotton 
taken  under  the  authority  of  the  captured  and  abandoned  act. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims  is  affirmed  for  the  reasons 
assigned  in  that  opinion. 

Mr,  T.  W.  BarOey  and  Mr.  8.  E.  Jenner  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Attorney  Oenerdl  for  appellee. 


BAILEY  V.  WORK. 

EBBOB     TO     CIBCUIT     COUBT    OF     THE    UNITED    STATES     FOB    THE 
SOUTUEBN   DISTRICT   OF   NEW  TOBK. 
No.  640.    Aryned  March  80, 1876. —  Decided  April  12,1875. 
BaUey  y.  Clark,  21  WaU.  284,  foUowed. 

Mb.  Justice  Field  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  ease  involves  the  same  question  which  was  considered  and 
determined  in  the  case  of  Bailey  v.  Clark,  21  Wall.  284,  just  de- 
cided,  and  upon  the  authority  of  that  case  the  judgment  is 

Affirmed. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  J.  E.  BurriU  for  defendant  in  error. 


BLAKE  V.   FOURTH  NATIONAL  BANK. 
BLAKE  V.   PARK  BANK. 

ERBOB  TO  THE  CIRCUIT  COUBT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOB  THE 
SOUTHEBN  DISTBICT  OF  NEW  YOBK. 

KENNY  V.  PHILADELPHIA  &c.   RAILROAD. 

EBBOB   TO   THE   CIBCUIT   COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB   THE 
EA8TBBN   DISTBICT   OF   PENNSYLVANIA. 
Nm.  664,  666  and  318.    Argned  February  10, 1876.  —  Decided  llarah  22. 1876. 
Blake  v.  National  Bank$,  28  WalL  807,  followed. 

Mb.  Justice  Hunt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

These  cases  involve  the  same  principles  as  the  case  of  th« 
National  City  Bank,  (BlaJee  v.  Nationdl  Banks,  23  Wall.  307,)  and 
the  judgment  in  each  case  is  Beversed. 
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Mr.  Attorney  General  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  Charles  C.  Bearnan,  Jr.,  and  Mr.  Francis  C.  BaHow  for  the 
Banks,  and  Mr.  James  E.  Chwen  for  the  Eailroad  Go. 


WINDSOR  V.  McVeigh. 

EBBOB  TO  THE  COBPOBATIOK  GOUBT  OF  THE  CITY  OF  ALEXANDKIA. 

Ko.  688.    Bobmlttod  April  9, 1876.  —  Decided  May  8, 1876. 
Gregory  y.  Mc  Veigh,  28  Wall.  294,  followed. 

Motion  to  dismiss. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waitb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  motion  to  dismisa  this  writ  of  error  was  submitted  with  a 
similar  motion  in  Gregory  v.  Mc  Veigh,  23  Wall.  294,  just  decided. 
In  the  argument,  counsel  on  both  sides  have  treated  the  two  cases 
as  though  they  were  in  all  respects  identical. 

We,  therefore,  deny  the  motion  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  the 
other  case.  Denied. 

Mr.  S.  F.  Beack  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  P.  PliiUips  and  Mr.  John  Howard  for  defendant  in  error. 


COMMERCIAL  BANK  OF  CLEVELAND  v.   lOLA. 

EBBOB   TO   THE   CIBCUIT   COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB    THE 
DISTBICT   OF   KANSAS. 

No.  741.    Babmitted  Deoember  9, 1874. — Decided  February  1, 1876. 

Loan  Association  y.  Topeka,  20  Wall.  655,  followed. 

Mb.  Justice  Milleb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  only  difference  between  this  case  and  that  of  The  Citizen^ 
Bank  v.  Topeka,  just  decided,  (Loan  Association  v.  Topeka,  20 
Wall.  655,)  is  that  the  bonds  were  issued  before  the  general  act 
of  February  29,  1872,  there  being  at  that  time  no  statute  of  Kaji- 
sas  which  professed  to  authorize  the  proceeding.  But  after  the 
vote  in  favor  of  issuing  the  bonds,  an  act  of  the  legislature  rati- 
fied the  vote  and  authorized  the  city  officers  to  deliver  the  bonds 
and  to  levy  the  taxes  necessary  to  pay  their  principal  and  inter- 
est. They  were  issued  to  a  private  corporation  to  aid  in  construct- 
ing and  operating  foundry  and  machine  shops. 

This  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  be  said,  and  it  shows  that  the 
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case  comes  within  the  principles  of  the  one  just  decided,  and  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  holding  the  bonds  void  must  be 

Affirmed, 
Mr,  Alfred  Ennis  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  A,  L,  WiUiams  for  defendant  in  error. 


THE  ELIZA  HANCOX  v.  LANGDOK 

APPEAL  FBOH    THE    CIRCUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 

THE  SOUTHEBXr   DISTRICT   OF   GEOBGIA. 

No.  80.    Argued  November  9  and  10, 1876.  —  Dedded  November  16, 187i. 

The  decree  below  is  affirmed  on  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  .the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  one  of  a  class  of  cases  in  admiralty,  in  which  appeals  are 
taken  to  this  court  upon  questions  of  fact  when  there  have  been 
two  concurring  opinions  in  the  court  below.  We  think  the  finding 
below,  as  to  the  culpable  fault  of  the  Hancoz,  was  clearly  right, 
and  are  not  satisfied  that,  as  to  the  damages,  it  was  wrong. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  Affirmed. 

Mr.  E.  O.  Benedict  and  Mr.  Robert  Failigant  for  appellant. 
Mr,  Bufus  E.  Lester  and  Mr.  WtUiam  U.  Cfarrard  for  appellee. 


TURNER  V.  WARD. 

APPEAL    FBOH    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE   UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE  EASTERN   DISTBICT   OF   MICHIGAN. 

No.  139.    Argaed  and  rabmitted  Janmiry  81, 1876.  —  Decided  February  li,  1876l 

In  a  suit  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  personal  property  as  induced  by 
false  representations,  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  plalnttlT  will  be  snstaiiied 
if  the  representations  proved  are  of  the  same  general  character  as  those 
averred  in  the  bill,  thoagh  not  in  its  precise  language. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oourt. 

This  case  presents  for  our  consideration  little  else  than  a  ques- 
tion of  fact.  The  plaintiffs  charge  in  substance  that  they  were 
induced  by  false  representations  to  sell  the  defendants  certain 
goods,  and  asked  to  have  the  contract  of  sale  rescinded,  and  their 
goods  restored.  The  testimony  is  all  embraced  in  the  depositions 
of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  and  one  of  the  defendants  and  an  agreed 
statement.     There  is  some  discrepancy  between  the  statements  of 
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the  two  witnesses^  but  it  is  apparent  from  the  testimony  of  the 
defendant,  who  made  the  representations  complained  of,  that  he 
himself  had  been  deceived  in  respect  to  the  pecuniary  condition 
of  his  firm.  It  would  be  but  natural,  therefore,  that  he  should 
mislead  the  plaintiffs.  He  supposed  the  firm  had  stock  on  hand 
to  the  amount  of  twenty  or  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  and  owed 
from  five  to  eight  thousand.  According  to  his  own  statement, 
he  so  told  the  plaintiff.  In  point  of  fact,  he  was  mistaken,  and 
his  statement  was  untrue.  The  firm  was  largely  in  debt,  and  in 
less  than  sixty  days  it  failed  and  made  an  assignment.  Before 
this,  however,  it  executed  two  chattel  mortgages  upon  the  stock, 
each  purporting  upon  its  face  to  secure  the  payment  of  ten  thou- 
sand dollars,  though  it  appears  that  the  amount  actually  owing  to 
the  mortgagees  was  not- so  much. 

The  representations  proven  are  not  in  the  precise  language  of 
those  averred  in  the  bill,  but  they  are  of  the  same  general  char- 
acter, and  in  our  opinion,  sufficient  to  justify  the  decree  rendered 
in  the  court  below,  and  it  is,  therefore,  Affli-med, 

Mr.  Cliarles  P.  Croshyy  Mr.  J.  M.  Carlisle  and  Mr.  J.  D. 
McPherson  for  appellants. 

Mr.  AaJUey  Pond  and  Mr.  Henry  B,  Brown  for  appellees. 


CRAEY  V.   DEVLIN. 

EBBOB  TO  THE  COITBT  OF   APPEALS   OF   THE   STATE   OF   NEW  TOBK. 

Ko.  627.  Sabmitted  January  81, 1876.  —  Decided  February  21, 1876. 
Dismissed  on  the  antbority  of  Mining  Co.  v.  Boggs,  S  Wall.  804. 
The  finding  by  a  state  conrt  that  the  facts  on  which  a  party  relies  to  bring 

his  case  within  a  statute  of  the  United  States  do  not  exist  is  no  decision 

against  the  validity  of  that  statute. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  this  cause  is  granted  upon  the  authority 
of  Waning  Co.  v.  Boggs,  3  Wall.  304.  There  could  have  been  no 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  against  the  validity  of  any 
statute  of  the  United  States,  because  it  was  found  that  the  facts 
upon  which  the  defendants  below  relied  to  bring  their  case  within 
the  statute  in  question  did  not  exist.  The  judgment  did  not  deny 
the  validity  of  the  statute,  but  the  existence  of  the  facts  necessary 
to  bring  the  case  within  its  operation.  Dismissed. 

Mr.  Edward  T.  Wood,  Mr.  Lyman  Elmore  and  Mr.  M.  H.  Car- 
penter  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  B.  FendaU  for  defendant  in  error. 
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ATHERTON   w.  FOWLER. 

ERROR   TO   THE   SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  STATE   OF   CALIFORNIA. 
No.  648.    Sabmitted  NoTember  16, 1875.  —  Decided  December  6, 1S7S. 
Atherton  v.  Fowler ,  91  U.  S.  148,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  this  cause  for  want  of  jurisdiction  is 
denied  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  opinion  just  read,  Atherion  v. 
Fowler,  91  U.  S.  143.  The  cases  are  in  all  material  respects 
identical.  Motion  denied. 

Mr,  M.  Elair  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  M,  A,  Wheaton  for  defendants  in  error. 


MEAD  V,  PINYARD. 

appeal  from  the  circuit  court  of  the  united  states  for 
the  western  district  of  michigan. 

No.  7M.    Sabmitted  Jannaiy  20, 1876. —Decided  Febroary  7, 1876. 

The  proof  does  not  make  out  a  case  that  calls  upon  this  court  to  oremile 
the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  on  questions  of  fact 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Hunt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  is  based  chiefly  upon  alleged  errors  of 
the  court  below  in  determining  the  facts.  The  points  of  fact  most 
strongly  presented,  in  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  error  was  com- 
mitted, are  the  following: 

1.  The  finding  that  the  contract  held  by  Collins  was  assigned 
and  delivered  by  him  to  his  sister,  Mrs.  Gamble,  in  November,  1862; 
2.  The  finding  that  Willard  did  not,  in  June,  1861,  convey  by  deed 
to  Collins,  the  property  described  in  his  contract;  and  3dly,  The 
denial  of  the  statement  that  Willard,  after  having  held  his  deed 
unrecorded  for  about  a  year,  returned  it  to  Collins  and  had  another 
deed  made  to  Mrs.  Gamble.  The  importance  of  these  propositions 
of  fact  is  undoubted. 

If  title  had  been  vested  in  Collins  by  the  delivery  of  a  deed  from 
Willard,  it  could  not  be  devested,  except  by  a  deed  signed  and 
sealed  by  Collins.  Handing  back  the  deed  received  by  him  would 
not  produce  that  result.  A  new  deed,  therefore,  from  Willard  to 
Mrs.  (ramble,  would  be  entirely  ineffectual.  Nothing  would  pass 
by  it.     The  performance  of  the  contract  on  his  part  by  Pinyard, 
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and  which  performance  mnst  be  made  ont  to  enable  him  to  sustain 
this  action,  depends  upon  the  validity  of  the  deed  from  Collins  to 
Mrs.  Gramble.  The  fact  disputed  is,  therefore,  the  point  upon 
which  the  case  turns. 

We  do  not,  however,  agree  with  the  appellants  in  their  estimate 
of  the  testimony.  Willard  and  Collins  are  the  only  persons  who 
could  certainly  know  how  the  fact  was.  They  were  both  called  as 
witnesses,  and  testified  on  the  subject.  Collins  testified  positively 
and  explicitly,  as  of  his  own  knowledge  and  recollection,  that  the 
assignment  to  Mrs.  Gamble  was  made  at  its  date,  in  1862;  that  no 
deed  was  ever  made  to  him  by  Willard  or  to  his  wife,  but  that  the 
deed  was  made  to  Mrs.  Gramble  in  1863.  He  denies  that  he  ever 
made  any  statement  to  the  contrary  to  John  B.  Parsons. 

Willard  testifies  that  he  gave  a  deed  to  Collins,  which  was  after- 
wards returned  to  him,  and  a  deed  made,  at  his  request,  in  the 
name  of  Mrs.  Gamble.  Parsons  testified  that  Collins  told  him,  in 
December,  1862,  that  he  had  a  deed  of  the  premises,  and  that  he 
received  them  free  and  clear. 

There  are  many  circumstances  connected  with  the  evidence  of 
the  witnesses  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  allude.  It  may,  how- 
ever, be  mentioned  that  Mr.  Willard  admits  that  he  afterwards 
gave  a  third  deed  of  the  same  premises  to  Mr.  Parsons.  Mr.  Par- 
sons is  one  of  the  prominent  actors  in  the  drama  throughout,  and  a 
party  defendant  in  the  suit.  Again,  no  trace  or  memorandum  is 
pretended  to  be  found  of  the  existence  of  the  deed  said  to  have  been 
g^ven  to  Mr.  Collins.  Mr.  Willard  was  a  business  man,  a  real 
estate  dealer;  he  always  made  duplicates  of  his  contracts  and  pre- 
served all  his  papers,  occasionally  overhauling  them  and  burning 
up.  It  would  be  quite  likely,  if  such  a  prior  deed  had  been  made, 
that  there  would  have  been  some  sign  of  it  remaining.  This  witness 
testifies,  after  the  lapse  of  ten  years,  (as  all  of  them  do,)  after 
having  suffered  severely  from  malarial  fever,  from  cerebro-spinal- 
meningitis,  which  affected  him  so  seriously  that  a  commission  of 
lunacy  was  issued  against  him,  and  his  property  was  given  in 
charge  of  a  commission. 

We  certainly  do  not  see  a  case  that  calls  upon  us  to  overrule  the 
judgment  of  the  court  trying  the  cause,  upon  these  questions 
of  fact. 

It  is  strenuously  insisted  again,  by  the  appellants,  that  Pinyard 
never  performed  that  part  of  his  contract  where  he  agreed  that 
'Hhe  title  to  the  premises  deeded  to  Spallinger  should  be  perfected 
and  the  mortgage  settled  between  A.  M.  Collins  and  Parsons."    If 
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it  became  clear  that  the  Parson  mortgage  was  invalid,  and  if  the 
possession  of  the  premises  was  placed  in  Spallinger,  as  his  assignee, 
and  that  the  title  was  completed  to  their  satisfaction  or  that  their 
conduct  was  such  as  to  create  a  satisfaction  in  law  of  their  rights 
under  this  covenant,  the  mortgage  will  be  deemed  to  have  been 
"settled." 

The  court  below  found  as  a  fact,  and  we  believe  correctly,  that 
when  Collins  gave  the  mortgage  referred  to  he  had  no  title  to 
the  premises  mortgaged,  either  legal  or  equitable.  As  he  never 
received  a  deed  to  himself  from  Willard  he  never  had  the  legal 
title.  His  equitable  title  was  based  upon  the  contract  of  purchase 
and  sale  executed  to  him  by  Willard,  but  this  he  had  assigned  to 
Mrs.  Gamble  in  November,  1862,  while  his  mortgage  to  Parsons 
was  not  executed  until  a  period  subsequent  to  that  date.  When  he 
executed  the  mortgage  to  Parsons  he  had  no  title  to  the  premises 
mortgaged,  either  legal  or  equitable.     There  was  nothing  to  settle. 

This  property  in  question  under  the  mortgage  to  Parsons  was 
the  same  that  was  conveyed  by  Willard  to  Mrs.  Gramble.  She 
conveyed  to  Pinyard  and  Pinyard  to  Spallinger,  in  performance  of 
the  contract  to  enforce  which  this  suit  is  brought.  As  has  been 
stated,  Collins  having  no  title,  legal  or  equitable,  made  a  mortgage 
upon  the  same  to  John  B.  Parsons,  A  contest  arose  between  Par- 
sons and  Spallinger  which  became  the  subject  of  a  foreclosure  suit, 
an  ejectment  and  a  forcible  entry  and  detainer.  This  was  while 
Spallinger  was  the  owner  under  his  deed  from  Mrs.  Gramble,  and  he 
was  the  party  to  these  contests  against  one  Hubbard,  in  possession 
under  Parsons,  who  defended  the  suit.  Spallinger  was  at  first 
unsuccessful,  but  finally  regained  possession,  moving  upon  the 
premises,  as  Collins  testifies,  with  his  wife,  children  and  furni- 
ture. Spallinger  continued  in  possession  until  he  left  for  parts 
unknown.  While  having  the  title  and  being  thus  in  possession  he 
settled  the  difficulties  with  Hubbard  and  sold  to  the  defendant  the 
Reed  contract  for  the  farm  he  had  previously  sold  to  Pinyard,  and 
disappeared. 

This  seems  to  dispose  of  the  difficulty.  Spallinger  settled  his 
controversies  with  Hubbard  and  Parsons  as  he  thought  best,  and  if 
the  defendants  are  his  representatives  by  assignment  or  otherwise* 
settlement  is  conclusive  upon  them.  If  Spallinger  made  no  trans- 
fer of  his  contract  with  Pinyard,  as  we  understand  to  be  the  fact, 
then  no  one  represents  him,  and  the  difficulty  is  settled  by  the 
acquiescence  of  the  only  person  interested.  Neither  Mr.  Mead,  Mr. 
Parsons,  Mr.  Oates  or  Mr.  Bill  had  anything  to  do  with  the  mat- 
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ter.  Pinyard  testifies  that  he  gave  a  warranty  deed  to  Spallinger, 
and  that  he  seemed  to  be  entirely  satisfied,  and  that  he  never 
requested  that  anything  farther  should  be  done. 

Pinyard  alleges  in  the  complaint  that  Spallinger  conveyed  the 
lot  to  Parsons.  This  Parsons  in  his  answer  denies.  It  is  not 
alleged  by  any  one,  so  far  as  we  can  discover,  that  Spallinger  gave 
to  any  person  an  interest  in  or  claim  growing  out  of  the  covenant 
referred  to.  All  questions  upon  the  contract  between  Pinyard  and 
Spallinger  and  its  performance,  may  be  considered  as  at  an  end. 

We  agree  with  the  court  below  that  the  equities  are  strongly 
in  favor  of  Pinyard,  and  we  see  no  legal  objections  to  their 
enforcement. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  Affirmed. 

Mr,  E.  S.  Smith  for  appellants. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Fitzgerald  and  Mr.  Edward  Bacon  for  appellee. 


BEREEYESA  v.   UNITED  STATES. 

APPEAL   FROM   THE  DISTRICT    COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE   DISTRICT   OF   CALIFORNIA. 

No.  88.    Argaed  November  2  ftnd  8, 1876.  —  Decided  December  11, 1870. 

When  it  does  not  appear  that  a  grant  from  the  Mexican  Republic  had  been 
deposited  and  recorded  in  the  proper  public  office,  among  the  public 
archiyes  of  the  republic,  this  court  must  decide  adversely  to  a  claim 
under  it. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Notwithstanding  the  great  ability  with  which  this  cause  has  been 
argued  before  us  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  we  are  unable  to  dis- 
tinguish it  from  a  large  number  of  cases  to  be  found  in  our  reports, 
in  which  we  have  felt  compelled  to  decide  adversely  to  claims  made 
under  alleged  Mexican  grants,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  a 
grant  from  the  Mexican  government  had  been  "deposited  and 
recorded  in  the  proper  public  office  among  the  public  archives  of 
the  republic."  (United  States  v.  Camhuston,  20  How.  64;  United 
States  V.  Castro,  24  How.  349;-  United  States  v.  Knight,  Adm.y  1 
Black,  251;  Pei-alta  v.  UnUed  States,  3  Wall.  440.) 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  is,  therefore,  affirmed  upon  the 
authority  of  those  cases.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  H.  W.  Carpenter  and  Mr.  P.  PhiUips  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Attorney  General,  Mr.  Montgomery  Blair  and  Mr.  S.  O. 
Houghton  for  appellee. 
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HERHOLD  V.   UPTON. 

ERROR   TO   THE   CIRCUIT   COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR   THE 
NORTHERN   DISTRICT    OF   ILLINOIS. 

No.  126.    Snbmttted  NoTember  29, 1876.  ~  Dedded  Deoember  i,  187ft. 

Upton  V.  Tribilcock,  91  U.  S.  45;  Sanger  ▼.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  56;  and  Webiter 
y.  Upton,  91.  U.  S.  65,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opiuion  of  the  coart. 

The  principles  decided  in  Upton  v.  TribUcock,  91  U.  S.  45; 
Sanger  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  56 -^  and  Webster  v.  Upton^  91  U.  S.  65, 
are  conclusive  of  this  case.  The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is, 
therefore,  affirmed  upon  the  authority  of  those  cases.  If  the  stock 
held  by  Herhold  is  part  of  the  increased  capital,he  is  estopped  by  his 
acceptance  of  the  certificate  from  denying  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings  under  which  the  increase  was  effected.  If  it  is  part 
of  the  original  stock,  his  liability  exists  whether  the  increase  was 
made  or  not.  In  either  event  the  testimony  offered  to  show  that 
he  did  not  sign  the  assent  to  the  increase  of  the  capital  stock,  filed 
with  the  auditor  of  public  accounts,  was  immaterial  and  properly 
excluded.  Affirmed. 

Mr,  E.  A.  Otis  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  JL  H,  BotUeU  for  defendant  in  error. 


\  - 


MACKALL  V.  RICHAltDS. 

APPEAL   FROM   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   DISTRICT   OF 
COLUMBIA. 

No.  184.    Argued  and  submitted  Mareh  1^  ISH.  —  Dedded  March  10,  ISH. 

Affirmed  upon  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  announced  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  record  presents  for  our  consideration  only  a  question  of 
fact,  and  without  discussing  the  testimony  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  case  we  are  entirely  satis- 
fied with  the  decree  below,  which  is  consequently  affirmed.  No 
further  opinion  will  be  delivered.  j^rmed 

Mr.  C.  Ingle  for  appellants. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Webb  and  Mr,  Thomas  WUson  for  appellees. 
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JOHANSSON  V.   STEPHANSON. 

APPEAL    FROM    THB    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE  NORTHERN    DISTRICT   OF   ILLINOIS. 

No.  101.    Argned  March  28  and  20, 1877.  —  Decided  April  9, 1877. 

The  decree  below  is  affirmed  upon  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  voluminous  record  in  this  case, 
and  while  it  is  possible  that  the  appellee  took  advantage  of  the 
inexperience  of  the  appellant,  and  of  his  ignorance  of  the  country 
in  which  he  was,  to  secure  an  advantageous  bargain,  the  evidence 
fails  to  show  such  fraud  or  misrepresentation  as  would  justify  us, 
under  the  established  rules  of  equity  jurisprudence  by  which  our 
judgment  must  be  govemedi  in  decreeing  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract, executed  as  it  has  been  and  acted  upon  by  the  parties. 
Many  of  the  representations  complained  of  are  clearly  nothing 
more  than  expressions  of  opinion.  The  appellant  was  taken  to 
and  shown  the  property  before  the  bargain  was  concluded.  The 
only  fact  about  which  there  seems  really  to  have  been  an  error  in 
statement  was  as  to  the  boundary  of  the  land  on  the  river,  and  if 
that  had  been  correctly  described  we  do  not  think  it  would  have 
changed  the  conduct  of  the  parties.  As  to  the  overflow  of  the  land 
and  the  health  of  the  locality,  the  truth  seems  to  have  been  stated 
in  respect  to  the  past  and  an  opinion  only  given  as  to  the  proba- 
bilities in  the  future.  We  mtist,  therefore,  affirm  the  decree, 

Mr.  S.  Coming  Judd  for  appellant. 

Mr,  H.  G.  MiUer  and  Mr.  Thomas  O.  Frost  for  appellee. 


DAVIES  V.  SLIDELL. 

HUPPENBAUR  v,   SLIDELL. 

AMES  V,   SLIDELL'S  HEIRS. 

SAME  V,   SAME. 

error  to   the   supreme   court   of  LOUISIANA. 

Noi.  417, 436,  088  and  669.    Babmitted  NoTember  20, 1876.  —  Dedded  November  27, 1876. 

Affirmed  upon  the  authority  of  Bigelovo  v.  Forreatt  9  Wall.  889;  Day  v. 
Micou,  18  WaU.  156;  and  Wallaeh  v.  Van  BisuHck,  92  IT.  8.  202. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
We  are  not  inclined  to  hear  a  re-argument  of  the  Federal  ques- 
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tions  presented  by  the  records  in  these  cases.  They  were  decided 
in  Bigdow  v.  Forrest,  9  Wall.  339;  Day  v.  Mcou,  18  Wall.  156; 
and  Wallach  v.  Van  Bistioick^  92  U.  S.  202.  The  court  below  has 
followed  these  decisions,  with  which  we  are  entirely  satisfied. 

We,  therefore,  aflRrm  the  judgment  in  each  of  the  several  cases, 
under  the  practice  authorized  by  the  amendment  to  Bule  6,  section 
3,  promulgated  at  the  last  term.  Affirmed. 

Mr,  L.  Madison  Day,  Mr,  D.  C.  Labatty  Mr,  T,  J.  DuraiU  and 
Mr,  Cliarles  W,  Homor  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  Thomas  Allen  Clarice  for  defendants  in  error. 


MORRILL  V,  WISCONSIN. 

EBBOR   TO    THE   SUPREME   COUBT    OF   THE   STATE   OF   WISOONSnT. 
No.  685.    Submitted  Miireta  U,  1877.— Decided  lUrob  19,  ISH. 
Welton  V.  Missouri,  91  IT.  8.  275,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  announced  the  opinion  of  the  oomrt. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  is  reversed,  upon  the  authority  of 
Welton  V.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  275,  which  has  already  been  followed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  in  Van  Buren  v.  Downing, 
decided  since  this  writ  of  error  was  taken  and  not  yet  reported. 

The  cause  is  remanded  with  instructions  to  enter  a  judgment 
reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  and  directing  that 
court  to  discharge  the  defendant  from  imprisonment  and  suffer  him 
to  depart  without  day.  Beversed, 

Mr,  J,  R  C.  CottriU  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  I,  O,  Sloan  for  defendant  in  error. 


PITTSBURGH    LOCOMOTIVE    AND    CAR    WORKS   «. 
NATIONAL  BANK  OF  KEOKUK 

ERROR   TO   THE  CIRCUIT  COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR   THE 

DISTRICT   OF   IOWA. 

No.  ns.    Babmitted  April  80, 1877.  —  Decided  May  7,  ISH. 

Dismissed  because  the  jurisdictional  amount  Is  not  involved.    Bennett  t. 
Buttenoorth,  8  How.  124,  distinguished. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  motion  to  dismiss  this  case  is  granted.     The  only  matter  in 

dispute  between  the  parties  is  the  judgment  of  91508,  recovered 

against  the  plaintiff  in  error  and  the  surety  upon  the  delivery 
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bond.  The  plaintiff  has  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  both 
that  and  the  ownership  have  been  adjudged  in  its  favor,  except 
to  the  extent  of  the  lien  which  the  defendants  have  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  judgment.  Of  this  the  defendants  do  not  com- 
plain, so  that  the  only  question  brought  here  for  us  to  decide  is 
whether  the  judgment  for  the  money  was  properly  rendered 
against  the  plaintiff.  This  is  not  sufficient  in  amount  to  give  us 
jurisdiction.  The  case  is  not  one  where  the  value  of  the  property 
in  controversy  shows  the  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute,  as  was 
that  of  Bennett  v.  Butterworth,  8  How.  124,  128,  relied  upon  by 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  Dismissed. 

Mr,  H,  Scott  Howell  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  James  H.  Anderson  for  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  NORDEN  v.  WASHBURN. 

ERROR   TO   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF    THE   STATE   OP    LOUISIANA. 
No.  7»5.    Submitted  A  pril  «8,  18T7.  —  Decided  April  80,  ISH. 
Van  yorden  v.  Benner,  131  U.  S.  clxv«,  followed. 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
This  case  is  in  all  its  material  facts  precisely  like  that  of  the 
same  plaintiffs  in  error  against  Benner,  just  decided,  and  is  dis- 
missed for  the  reasons  stated  in  that  opinion. 

Mr.  Thomcbs  J.  Durant  and  Mr.  diaries   W.  Hornor  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error. 

Mr.  Charles  B.  Singleton,  Mr.  Samuel  Shellabarger  and  Mr.  J. 
M.  Wilson  for  defendant  in  error. 


HAYNES  V.  PICKETT. 

ERROR  TO   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   STATE   OF   LOUISIANA. 
No.  837.    Submitted  January  16, 1877.  —  Decided  March  18, 1877. 
Bay  V.  yorseworthy,  23  Wall.  128,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

There  is  a  Federal  question  in  this  case,  but  it  was  decided  in 
Riy  V.  Norsevcorthy,  23  Wall.  128,  and  we  are  not  inclined  to  hear 
it  re-argued.  The  motion  to  dismiss  is,  therefore,  denied,  and  that 
to  afl&rm  granted,  upon  the  authority  of  that  case.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  B.  R.  Foi^man  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Thomas  J.  Durant  and  Mr.  Charles  W.  Hornor  for  defend- 
ants in  error. 


t 
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McCREADY  v.  VIRGINIA. 

BBBOB  TO  THB  SUPBBMB  COUBT  OF  APPEALS  OF  THB  8TATB  OF 

YIBGINIA. 
Ko.  M2.    BUpalBtlon  to  abide  deoisloo  In  No.  025  filed  April «,  1877.  ^  I>eeided  April  7^  UH. 

McCreadff  v.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  891,  followed  by  stipulatioD  of  parties. 

« 

Mb.  Chibf  Justice  Waite  annoonced  the  judgment  of  the 
court. 

The  parties  having  stipulated  that  this  case  shall  abide  the  event 
of  that  just  decided,  (No.  625,)  McC ready  y,  VirginiOy  94  U.  S.  391, 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia  is 
affirmed. 

Mr,  L.  R,  Page  and  Mr.  Robert  Otdd  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  R.  L  Daniel  for  defendant  in  error. 


FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  CINCINNATI  v.  COOK. 

APPEAL    FBOH    THE    CIBCCJIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB 

THE   SOUTHERN   DISTRICT  OF   OHIO. 

No.  182.    Argaed  Ja&uary  88, 1878.  ~  Decided  February  11>  1878. 

The  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  this  case,  directing  an  assignment  to  the 
trustees  In  bankruptcy  of  the  judgment  against  the  oil  company  on  bills 
transferred  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  appellant,  is  affirmed. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waiti^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
All  the  questions  involved  in  this  case  were  considered  and  de- 
cided at  the  present  term  in  MercharUs*  National  Baiik  v.  Cook,  95 
U.  S.  342,  and  West  Philadelphia  Bank  v.  Dickson,  95  U.  S.  180, 
except  that  which  relates  to  the  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  direct- 
ing an  assignment  to  the  trustees  in  bankruptcy  of  the  judgment 
against  the  Ohio  Lard  and  Sperm  Oil  Company  upon  the  bilb  of 
that  company,  transferred  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  appellant  with 
the  other  securities,  and  as  to  this  we  see  no  error  in  the  action  of 
the  court  below.  The  transfer  of  these  bills  as  well  as  the /others 
was  void  under  the  bankrupt  law,  and  the  title  to  them  passed  to 
the  trustees  in  bankruptcy  when  appointed.  The  fact  that  in  the 
hands  of  the  bankrupt  or  his  assignees  the  bills  may  not  be  good 
against  the  oil  company  does  not  affect  this  case.  The  bills 
whether  good  or  bad  belonged  to  the  trustees,  who  have  conse- 
quently the  right  to  the  judgment  into  which  they  have  been 
merged.     Whether  the  oil  company  will  have  the  same  defences 
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to  the  judgment  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  that  it  would  have 
had  to  the  bills  before  judgment,  is  a  question  which  we  need  not 
now  decide.  It  is  certain  that  the  appellant  cannot  hold  the  judg- 
ment as  against  the  trustees,  any  more  than  it  could  the  bills. 

The  decree  is  affirmed, 
Mr,  T,  D.  Lincoln  for  appellant. 

Mr,  George  Hoadly  and  Mi\  Edgar  M,  Johnson  for  appellees. 


CORRY  V,  CAMPBELL. 

SBROR  TO   THB  SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   STATE   OP   OHIO. 
No  187.    Argued  February  12»  1878.  ~  Decided  February  18, 1878. 
Affirmed  on  the  authority  of  Davidson  v.  New  Orleans,  96  U.  S.  97. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  only  Federal  question  presented  by  this  record  was  decided 
at  the  present  term  in  Dan)idson  v.  New  Orleans,  96  U.  S.  97,  and 
the  judgment  is  affirmed  upon  that  authority.  We  have  no  power 
to  correct  the  errors  of  state  courts  in  respect  to  the  details  of 
assessments  made  by  municipal  corporations  upon  private  prop- 
erty to  defray  the  expenses  of  street  improvements.  Upon  all 
such  questions  the  action  of  the  state  court  is  final.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  but  that  our  jurisdiction  is  at  an  end  if  we  find  that 
sufficient  provision  has  been  made  by  law  for  contesting  such  a 
charge,  when  imposed,  by  an  appropriate  adversary  proceeding  in 
the  ordinary  courts  of  justice.  Affirmed. 

Mr,  John  W.  OJcey,  Mr,  Tfios.  L,  Young  and  Mr,  Wm.  M.  Carry 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  T.  B,  Paxton,  Mr,  E,  A  Ferguson  and  Mr,  J,  W,  Warrington 
for  defendant  in  error. 

HUTCHINSON  v,  THE  NORTHFIELD, 

APPSAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

the  SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   NEW  YORK. 

No.  21S.    Argued  February  7  and  8, 1878.  ~  Decided  February  18, 1878. 

On  a  review  of  the  facta  it  la  held  that  the  Northfleld  waa  free  from  fault 
and  the  decree  below  is  affirmed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Hunt  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  leading  facts  in  this  case  were  concurred  in  by  the  District 
Court  and  by  the  Circuit  Court.  Upon  a  careful  review  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  the  conclusions  reached  were  correct. 
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The  schooner  was  free  from  fault,  and  her  owner  is  confessedly 
entitled  to  his  damages  for  her  loss. 

The  misconduct  of  the  Hunter  (the  tug)  is  so  clearly  established 
that  it  would  be  time  wasted  to  illustrate  it,  and  while  the  absence 
of  fault  on  the  part  of  the  Northfield  is  a  subject  of  more  strenu- 
ous contention,  we  do  not  find  much  difficulty  on  that  point. 

The  charges  against  her  are,  that  she  ran  at  too  g^reat  speed,  and 
that  she  held  her  speed  too  long. 

She  was  a  ferry  boat  running  between  New  York  and  Staten 
Island,  her  ordinary  rate  of  speed  being  sixteen  miles  to  the  boor, 
or  thereabouts.  On  this  occasion  she  put  out  of  her  New  York 
slip  at  that  rate  of  speed,  with  a  helm  partly  ported,  in  the  fore- 
noon of  a  pleasant  day,  on  an  ebb  tide,  with  smooth  water,  head- 
ing about  southwest,  with  the  tug  and  its  tow  on  her  starboard 
side  and  in  full  view.  She  made  her  speed  and  her  course  with 
deliberation  and  upon  the  facts  as  they  were  before  her.  Her 
officers  perfectly  understood  that  under  the  13th  of  the  sailing 
rules  the  responsibility  devolved  on  her  of  keeping  out  of  the  way 
of  the  tug.  The  officers  of  the  tug  also  perfectly  understood  that 
under  the  18th  of  the  same  rules  it  was  their  duty  to  keep  the  tug 
on  its  course.  The  officers  of  each  vessel  had  the  right  to  assome 
that  the  other  vessel  would  do  its  duty,  and  to  make  their  course 
and  keep  their  speed  upon  that  assumption.  The  evidence  shows 
that  the  two  vessels  kept  their  courses  and  their  speed,  the  tug 
going  from  four  to  six  miles  per  hour,  until  the  Northfield  was 
within  some  eight  hundred  or  nine  hundred  feet  of  the  tug,  when 
the  latter  stopped,  so  that,  as  the  captain  of  the  lost  schooner  says, 
she  lay  perfectly  still  on  the  water  and  ported  her  helm.  The 
Northfield  at  once  reversed  her  engine,  but  could  not  check  her 
speed  sufficiently  to  prevent  a  collision,  and  struck  the  schooner 
just  forward  of  the  mizzen  rigging,  about  thirty  feet  from  her 
stern,  the  schooner  projecting  aft  of  the  tug. 

If  the  tug  had  made  thirty  feet  while  the  Northfield  was  mak- 
ing eight  hundred  feet,  between  the  stopping  of  the  tug  and  the 
collision,  it  is  plain  there  would  have  been  no  collision.  If  the 
speed  of  the  tug  was  five  miles  to  the  hour,  it  would  have  been 
about  one-third  of  that  of  the  Northfield,  if  not  stopped  or  checked, 
and  she  would  have  gone  one-third  of  this  distance,  that  is,  two 
hundred  and  sixty-three  feet,  before  the  Northfield  could  have 
reached  her  by  traversing  the  eight  hundred  feet.  All  this  was 
evident  to  the  experienced  eye  of  the  manager  of  the  Northfield, 
and  no  negligence  can  be  charged  in  relying  and  acting  upon  it 
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If  the  tng  was  moving  at  the  speed  of  two  miles  only  to  the  hour, 
as  is  assumed  in  some  places,  the  proposition  would  not  be  so 
manifest,  but  the  fault  on  the  one  side  and  the  accurate  judgment 
on  the  other  would  be  equally  certain.  The  convergence  of  the 
lines  would  have  caused  no  material  difference'  in  the  position  of 
the  vessel. 

It  is  not  alleged  in  the  briefs  that  the  failure  of  the  engine  of 
the  Northfield  to  turn  on  its  centre,  by  which  the  reverse  motion 
could  have  been  sooner  obtained,  is  evidence  of  a  defective  machine, 
or  of  improper  management  of  it.  It  is  alleged  simply  as  evidence 
of  unreasonable  speed,  by  which  the  prompt  handling  of  t\e  vessel 
was  embarrassed. 

This  depends  entirely  upon  the  suggestions  already  discussed, 
and  if  the  speed  was  reasonable,  the  course  correct  and  the  judg- 
ment wise,  the  failure  of  the  engine  to  act  as  desired  is  an  inci- 
dental result  merely  and.no  fault  in  consequence  of  it  can  be 
charged  upon  the  Northfield. 

There  was  no  good  reason  at  any  time  to  suppose  that  the  North- 
field  intended  to  cross  the  bows  of  the  tow.  As  she  came  out  of 
her  slip  she  headed  to  the  south,  swinging  gradually  to  the  west, 
and  for  a  time  her  course  pointed  across  the  bow  of  the  tow;  but 
this  was  temporary,  and  was  constantly  altering.  The  attempt 
thus  to  cross  would  have  been  rash  and  attended  with  many  dan- 
gers, and  never  was,  in  fact,  entertained  for  a  moment  by  the 
Northfield. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  Northfield  was  free  from  fault, 
and  that  the  decree  should  be  Affirmed. 

Mr,  Henry  J.  Scvdder  and  Mr.  James  O.  Carter  for  appellant. 

Mr.  W.  A.  Beach  and  Mr.  Miles  Beach  for  appellee. 


CLARK  V.  BEECHER. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OP    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE   SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OP   NEW   YORK. 

No.  214.    Argued  Febroary  8, 1878.  ~  Decided  March  25, 1878. 

A  decree  setting  aside  a  conveyance  by  a  bankrupt  to  his  wife  as  f raudalent 
is  sustained ;  but  it  is  also  held  that  a  personal  decree  against  her  for  rents, 
issues  and  profits,  and  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises  was 
error. 

Mr.  Justice  Swayne  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  bill  charges  that  a  fraudulent  settlement  was  made  by 
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Abraham  Clark,  the  bankrupt,  upon  the  appellant,  his  wife.  The 
Circuit  Court  decreed  against  her  and  she  brought  the  case  here 
for  review. 

Eecentlj  several  of  these  cases  in  their  aspects  of  both  faet  and 
law  have  been  very  fully  considered  by  this  court. 

Each  controversy  must  necessarily  depend  for  its  termination 
upon  its  own  facts  and  circumstances.  The  rules  of  law  which 
apply  are  well  settled.  In  this  case  nothing  could  be  gained 
either  to  the  profession  or  the  parties  by  going  in  detail  over  the 
facts  or  the  law,  however  elaborately  the  work  was  done. 

We,  therefore,  deem  it  sufficient  to  say  that  we  are  satisfied  with 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  upon  the  main  point  brought 
before  it  for  consideration.  We  think  the  conveyance  complained 
of  was  properly  condemned  as  fraudulent^  and,  therefore,  held  to  be 
void. 

But  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  personal  decree  against  the 
appellant  for  the  rents,  issues  and  profits,  and  the  use  and  occu- 
pation of  the  premises,  was  erroneous. 

Upon  this  subject  it  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  opinion  of  this 
court  in  the  cases  of  Phippa  v.  Sedgwick,  and  of  Hdce  v.  Sedgwick^ 
95  U.  S.  3,  and  to  the  opinion  in  the  United  StcUes  Trust  Company 
V.  Sedgtmck,  97  U.  S.  304,  just  delivered. 

This  case  will  be  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court,  with  directions 
to  modify  the  decree  in  conformity  to  this  opinion. 

Mr,  iMher  JB.  Marsh  and  Mr.  W,  F.  Sheplierd  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Francis  N,  Bangs  for  appellee. 


STRONG  V.  UNITED  STATES. 

APPEAL  FBOM  THB  COURT  OF  CLAIMS. 

Ko.  687.    Sabmitted  Jajiauy  14, 1878. — Deddad  Fabraary  11, 1878. 

By  the  terms  of  a  charter  party  to  the  United  States,  the  owner  of  a  tos- 
sel  nndertook  to  keep  her  tight,  staanch,  strong  and  soand,  and  her 
machinery,  boilers  and  everything  pertaining  to  her  In  perfect  work- 
ing order,  and  to  provide  her  with  everything  necessary  for  efficient  sea- 
service.  The  government  undertook  to  deliver  the  vessel  to  the  owner 
In  New  York  at  the  expiration  of  the  charter  party  in  as  good  condition 
as  she  was  at  the  signing  of  it,  ordinary  wear  and  tear,  damage  by  the 
elements,  bursting  of  boilers,  breaking  of  machinery  excepted.  The  ves- 
sel was  Injured  and  sunk  by  a  marine  risk  assumed  by  the  charterer  while 
engaged  In  the  transportation  of  stores  and  men  In  the  waters  of  North 
Carolina.    She  was  raised  and  taken  to  New  Berne,  where  she  was  tern- 


APPENDIX.  633 

porarily  repaired  by  the  government ;  bnt,  being  found  out  of  order,  was 
discharged  at  Port  Royal  by  the  government,  and  taken  to  New  York  by 
the  owner.  Heldy  that  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the  owner  to  keep  the 
vessel  tight,  staunch,  strong  and  sound,  the  government  was  relieved 
from  Its  liability  to  deliver  the  vessel  to  the  owner  in  New  York. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  this  action  upon  a  charter  party,  executed  March  15,  1862, 
between  Strong  and  the  United  States,  for  the  use  of  his  steamer 
Ocean  Wave,  he  asks  judgment  for  the  amount  he  expended  in 
repairing  her  after  she  had  been  discharged  from  the  service  of  the 
government,  and  also  for  per-diem  compensation,  at  the  rate  fixed 
in  the  contract,  for  the  time  occupied  in  taking  her  from  Port  Boyal, 
North  Carolina,  to  New  York,  and  in  repairing  her. 

The  Court  of  Claims  was  equally  divided  upon  the  question  of 
his  right  to  recover,  and  his  petition  was  dismissed. 

By  the  terms  of  the  charter  party  the  government  was  entitled 
to  the  whole  and  exclusive  use  of  the  steamer  during  the  term  she 
was  in  its  service.  To  the  extent  of  her  capacity,  it  was  the  duty 
of  Strong  to  receive  and  transport  all  the  ''passengers"  and  the 
''stores,  wares  and  merchandise"  which  the  government  might 
send  to  her.  Her  use  was  not  limited  to  "any  particular  waters, 
and  as  it  was  clearly  within  the  contemplation  of  the  contracting 
parties  that  she  would  be  employed  in  aid  of  the  military  forces 
then  engaged  in  the  war  for  the  maintenance  of  the  Union,  sending 
her  to  the  waters  of  North  Carolina  and  there  employing  her  for 
the  transportation  of  stores  and  men  were  clearly  authorized  by  the 
charter  party.  Munitions  of  war  were  "stores,"  and  soldiers, 
"passengers,"  within  the  meaning  of  that  instrument. 

Nor  was  it  an  unauthorized  use  of  the  vessel  to  send  her  up  the 
Neuse  Eiver  with  other  boats,  on  the  expedition  ordered  in  Decem- 
ber, 1862,  by  Greneral  Foster,  of  the  Federal  forces.  Before  start- 
ing, a  thirty-pound  Parrott  gun  and  its  carriage,  such  as  are  used 
on  naval  vessels,  together  with  ammunition  for  the  gun,  and 
seventeen  artillerymen,  with  their  small  arms  and  provisions  for 
the  expedition  were  put  on  board.  The  presence  of  the  artillery- 
men on  the  vessel  was  certainly  not  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of 
the  charter  party.  In  reference  to  the  gun,  it  is  claimed  by  Strong 
that  the  vessel  had  not  the  capacity  to  bear  safely  such  a  heavy 
piece  of  artillery,  and,  consequently,  that  such  a  use  of  her  was 
prohibited  by  the  charter  party.  Her  captain  objected  at  the  time 
to  the  gun  being  placed  on  her,  but  his  objections  were  disregarded. 
It  is  not  stated  in  the  findings  whether  the  gun  was  placed  on  the 
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vessel  for  her  protection,  or  for  offensive  operations  against  tbe 
rebels.  But  it  is  found  that  after  she  left  the  vicinity  of  the  rebel 
fort,  the  reduction  of  which  seemed  to  be  the  object  of  the  expedi- 
tion, the  gun  was  used  to  meet  an  attack  of  rebel  infantry,  who 
fired  from  the  shore  into  the  vessel.  The  concussion  of  the  firing 
^^  swept  off  the  bulwarks  and  netting  in  the  track  of  the  explosion," 
and  one  of  the  effects  was  ^'to  start  the  joiner  work,  and  to  break 
in  some  of  the  panels  of  the  doors,  and  to  take  a  part  of  the  rail 
off.''  Upon  the  same  occasion  she  struck  an  overhanging  tree, 
which  took  off  a  part  of  the  wheel  house  and  swept  off  both  of  the 
fiagstaffs,  and  all  the  awning  stanchions.  Proceeding  down  the 
river,  and  when  three  miles  above  New  Berne,  she  struck  a  snag 
and  sunk.  She  was  raised  and  taken  to  New  Berne,  and  there 
"  temporarily  repaired  by  the  government.'' 

Casualties  such  as  striking  trees  and  snags,  and  sinking,  were 
clearly  marine  risks  which  the  owner  expressly  assumed,  and  the 
fact  that  during  the  expedition  when  they  occurred  the  vessel  was 
managed  by  a  pilot  placed  on  her  by  the  government  officers  can- 
not affect  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  captain  does  not  appear 
to  have  made  any  objection  to  such  a  pilot,  nor  is  it  claimed  that 
the  latter  was  negligent  or  unskilful  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty. 
On  the  contrary,  he  belonged  to  the  neighborhood,  and  was  familiar 
with  the  river.  In  regard  to  the  claim  for  damages  resulting  from 
the  firing  of  the  gun,  we  remark  that  if  such  use  of  the  vessel  were 
conceded  to  be  in  violation  of  the  charter  party,  we  should  be 
unable  to  ascertain  from  the  record  the  amount  of  those  damages. 
How  far  they  were  met  by  the  temporary  repairs  made  by  the  gov- 
ernment, upon  the  return  of  the  vessel  from  the  expedition,  is  not 
stated.  When  she  reached  New  York,  after  having  been  dis- 
charged from  service,  it  is  stated  in  the  findings  that  she  was 
"generally  repaired  throughout."  What  portion  of  these  general 
repairs  was  chargeable  to  the  injuries  occasioned  by  the  marine 
risks  which  the  owner  assumed,  and  what  portion,  if  any,  was 
chargeable  to  the  injuries  caused  by  war  risks  which  the  govern- 
ment assumed,  cannot  be  determined  from  the  record. 

The  only  question  which  remains  to  be  considered,  is  that  arising 
on  the  asserted  liability  of  the  government  for  the  per-diem  com- 
pensation for  the  time  spent  in  taking  the  vessel  from  Port  Boyal, 
and  in  repairing  her  in  New  York.  The  charter  party,  it  is  true, 
expressly  provided  that  she  "  was  to  be  delivered  to  the  owner  in 
the  port  of  New  York,  at  the  expiration  of  the  charter,  in  as  good 
condition  "  as  she  was  at  its  date,  "  ordinary  wear  and  tear,  damage 


APPENDIX.  636 

by  the  elements,  bursting  of  boilers,  breaking  of  machinery,  ex- 
cepted.'^  In  view  of  this  stipulation,  was  the  government,  under 
the  facts  established,  relieved  from  the  duty  of  delivering  her  at 
New  York?  We  think  it  was.  By  the  terms  of  the  charter  party 
the  owner  was  bound,  at  his  own  expense,  to  keep  the  vessel  tight, 
staunch,  strong  and  sound,  and  her  machinery,  boilers  and  every- 
thing pertaining  to  her  in  perfect  working  order,  and  to  provide 
her  with  everything  necessary  for  efficient  sea-service.  Any  time 
which  might  be  lost  by  reason  of  the  machinery  not  being  in  order 
was  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount  claimed  to  be  due  at  the 
expiration  of  the  charter.  Now,  it  appears  that  on  the  4th  of 
March,  1863,  the  vessel  was  out  of  order  and  condemned  by  the 
government  inspectors,  and  for  those  reasons  was  discharged  at 
Port  Royal  from  the  service  of  the  government.  It  does  not 
appear  that  this  condemnation  was  improper  or  unjust.  It  is  not 
pretended  that  she  was  at  that  time  fit  for  efficient  sea-service. 
The  agreement  of  the  government  to  pay  two  hundred  dollars  per 
day  for  the  use  of  the  vessel  was  upon  the  condition  —  whether 
precedent  or  concurrent  is  immaterial  —  that  the  owner  would  keep 
her  in  good  order.  His  neglect  of  that  duty,  by  reason  of  which 
she  became  unsafe  and  worthless  for  the  purposes  for  which  she 
had  been  hired,  authorized  the  government  to  abandon  the  contract 
and  discharge  her  from  its  service.  Its  obligation  to  deliver  her 
at  New  York  was  concurrent  only  with  his  to  keep  her  in  proper 
condition,  and  inasmuch  as  she  was  out  of  order  and  unfit  for  use, 
it  had  the  right  to  discharge  her  at  Port  Royal,  and  was  relieved 
from  the  duty  of  delivering  her  to  him  at  New  York.  His  refusal 
to  execute  the  contract  gave  the  government  the  option  to  rescind  it. 

JudgmejU  affirmed. 

Mr,  Thomas  J.  Durant  and  Mr.  Charles  W.  Homor  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  Assistant  Attorney  Chneral  Smith 
for  appellee. 

GOODENOUGH    HORSE-SHOE  MANUFACTURING  CO.  v. 
RHODE  ISLAND  HORSE-SHOE  CO. 

EBROB   TO   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   STATE   OF   NEW   TORK. 
No.  666.    Sabmitted  October  16, 1877.  ~  Decided  November  6, 1877. 
UntU  the  record  of  a  judgment  in  a  state  conrt  which  tliis  court  is  called 
upon  to  examine  discloses  the  question  necessary  to  give  it  Jurisdiction, 
this  court  cannot  proceed. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
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The  Ehode  Island  Horse-Shoe  Company,  a  citizen  of  Rhode 
Island,  sued  the  Goodenough  Horse-Shoe  Manufacturing  Ck)mpanj, 
a  citizen  of  New  York,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New- 
York  to  recover  an  amount  alleged  to  be  due  upon  an  account  for 
goods  sold.  Summons  was  served- September  14, 1876,  and  October 
5, 1876,  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  defendant  upon  defaulti 
in  accordance  with  law  and  the  practice  of  the  court  in  such  cases. 
The  record  of  the  judgment  as  sent  here  shows  this  state  of  &cts 
and  nothing  more. 

On  the  9th  of  October  the  defendant  moved  the  court  to  vacate 
the  judgment,  and  in  support  of  that  motion  produced  affidavits 
tending  to  prove  that  on  the  3d  of  October  it  had  filed  its  petition 
for  the  removal  of  the  cause  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States.  No  effort  was  made,  however,  to  correct  the  record  as  it 
stood  so  as  to  disclose  this  fact.  This  motion  being  denied  the 
defendant  below  sued  out  this  writ  of  error  which  the  plaintiff  now 
moves  to  dismiss  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

We  can  only  reexamine  the  final  judgment  in  the  suit,  and  for 
that  purpose  must  look  alone  to  the  record  of  that  judgment  as  it 
is  sent  to  us.  If  parts  of  the  record  below  are  omitted  in  the  trans* 
cript  we  may  by  ceHiorari  have  the  omissions  supplied,  but  we 
cannot  here  correct  errors  which  actually  exist  in  the  record  as  it 
stands  in  the  state  court.  For  that  purpose  application  must  be 
made  there,  and,  if  necessary,  upon  sufficient  showing  we  may 
remand  the  case  in  order  that  the  court  may  proceed. 

In  this  case  the  judgment  was  rendered  October  5,  and  the  record 
of  the  judgment  stopped  then.  What  took  place  afterwards  was 
nothing  more  than  an  attempt  to  avoid  the  judgment  The  facts 
which  it  is  claimed  give  us  jurisdiction  appear  only  in  the  record 
of  this  subsequent  proceeding,  over  which  we  have  no  supervision. 
If  the  defendant  below  desires  to  bring  the  case  here  it  must  take 
the  necessary  steps  to  correct  the  record,  if  in  fact  any  error  exists, 
so  as  to  present  the  question  it  seeks  to  have  decided.  It  is  unnec- 
essary for  us  to  determine  how  this  may  be  done  or  whether  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  have  authority  to  require  the  state 
court  to  act*  in  that  regard.  All  we  do  decide  is  that  until  the 
record  of  the  judgment  we  are  called  upon  to  examine  discloses  the 
question  necessary  to  give  us  jurisdiction,  we  cannot  proceed. 

The  mothn  to  dismiss  for  want  of  jurisdiction  is  granted. 

Mr.  H.  M.  Buggies  iot  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  Charles  Tracy  for  defendant  in  error. 
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UNITED    STATES    v.    ATCHISON,    TOPEKA    &c.    RAIL- 

ROAD  CO. 

APPEAL    FROM   THE   COURT   OF   CLAIMS. 
No.  876.    Babmittod  Febnuury  20, 1878.  —Decided  April  8, 1878. 

The  mandate  of  this  court  in  this  case  was  f  nlly  complied  with  by  the  Court 
of  Claims. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Justice  Field  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  question  originally  involved  in  this  case,  and  decided  at  the 
October  Term  of  1876,  was  whether  the  provision  contained  in  the 
land  grant  to  the  company,  that  its  road  should  be  a  public  high- 
way for  the  use  of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  free  from 
all  toll  or  other  charge  for  the  transportation  of  its  property  and 
troops,  not  only  entitled  it  to  the  free  use  of  the  road,  but  also  to 
have  the  transportation  made  by  the  company  without  charge. 
The  company  claimed  that  the  use  of  the  road  was  all  that  could 
be  required  of  it.  The  government,  insisting  that  it  was  also 
entitled  to  have  such  transportation  without  charge,  refused  com- 
pensation therefor,  and  referred  the  matter  to  the  Court  of  Claims 
for  determination.  That  court  estimated  the  cost  of  the  trauspor- 
tation  according  to  the  ordinary  tariff  rates  of  the  road  with  other 
parties  for  similar  services,  after  making  a  deduction  of  one-third 
from  the  rates.  This  deduction  had  been  deemed  by  the  War 
Department,  upon  careful  consideration,  to  be  the  equivalent  of  any 
toll  or  charge  for  the  use  of  the  road  itself,  and  upon  that  basis  the 
services  had  been  rendered.  But  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Claims,  being  equally  divided  upon  the  question  of  the  liability  of 
the  United  States  to  make  any  compensation,  gave  judgment  pro 
forma  in  their  favor  against  the  company.  On  appeal  this  court 
reversed  the  judgment,  holding  that  the  government  was  entitled 
only  to  the  free  use  of  the  road,  and  that  compensation  must  be 
made  for  the  transportation,  with  a  fair  deduction  for  such  use. 
The  case  was  accordingly  remanded  with  directions  to  enter  a  new 
decree  awarding  compensation  with  such  deduction. 

On  the  return  of  the  case  to  the  court  below  the  claimant  moved 
for  judgment  for  the  amount  previously  found  according  to  the  or- 
dinary tariff  rates  less  the  deduction  of  one-third,  as  established 
by  the  War  Department.  By  agreement  of  the  parties  such  judg- 
ment was  entered,  the  government  reserving  the  right  to  show  that 
a  judgment  for  that  amount  was  not  required  by  the  mandate  of 
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bhis  court,  and,  if  it  should  be  so  decided,  to  try  the  question  as  to 
what  was  a  fair  deduction. 

On  the  subsequent  hearing  of  the  point  reserved,  which  was  had 
upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  the  opinions  of  eminent 
'^  railroad  experts  "  were  read,  by  istipulation  of  the  parti^  to  show 
what  would  be  a  fair  deduction  from  the  ordinary  tariff  rates  for 
the  use  of  the  road.  There  would  seem  to  have  been  some  differ- 
ence of  opinion  among  the  experts,  but  their  evidence  failed  to 
show,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  the  reduction  agreed  upon 
between  the  parties  and  the  War  Department  was  not  a  fair  one. 
On  the  trial  of  the  case  it  was  not  pretended  by  the  claimant  that 
the  amount  was  arbitrarily  fixed  or  that  it  was  illegal  or  oppies- 
sive,  or  by  the  government  that  any  greater  reduction  should  have 
been  made.  Nor  was  the  authority  of  the  War  Department  to  make 
an  arrangement  of  this  kind  questioned,  if  under  the  law  the  gov- 
ernment was  liable  for  the  transportation.  If  such  authority  do 
not  now  exist,  as  contended,  under  the  subsequent  legislation  of 
Congress,  and  upon  which  point  we  express  no  opinion,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  of  its  existence  when  the  services  were  rendered  for 
which  compensation  is  claimed  here. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  mandate  of  this  court  was  fully  com- 
plied with  by  the  Court  of  Claims,  and  its  judgment  is,  therefore, 

Affirmed, 

Mr,  Attorney  Oeneral  and  Mr,  Assistant  Attorney  Oeneral  Simons 
for  appellant. 

Mr.  Tliomas  H.  TaXbot  for  appellee. 


INDIANAPOLIS  &  ST.  LOUIS  RAILROAD  CO.  v,  VANCE. 

APPEAL   PROM    THE   CIKCUIT    COURT    OP    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE  SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   ILLINOIS. 

No.  807.    Argned  Febniary  1, 1878.  —  Dedded  April  1. 1878. 

Bailroad  Co.  v.  Vance,  96  U.  S.  460,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
The  decision  just  rendered  in  Case  No.  896,  96  U.  S.  450,  between 
the  same  parties,  controls  the  decision  in  this  case. 

Decree  affirmed. 
Mr,  B.  W.  Hanna  for  appellant. 

Mr.  James  K.  EdsaU  for  appellees. 
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HA.GAR  V.  CALIFORNIA. 

ERROR    TO    THE    SUPREME    COURT    OF    THE    STATE    OF    CALIFORNIA. 

No.  808.    Submitted  October  15, 187T.  —  I>edded  Noyember  12, 1878. 

This  coart  has  no  jarisdictioa  oyer  a  judgment  of  a  state  conrt  when  H 
does  not  appear  that  a  Federal  qaestion  was  raised,  and  that  it  was  either 
decided  or  necessarily  inyolved  in  the  Judgment  pronounced. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  nowhere  appears  from  this  record  that  any  Federal  question 
was  actually  decided  by  the  court  below.  None  is  specifically 
made  by  the  pleadings,  and  we  cannot  find  that  any  was  raised 
under  the  general  allegations  in  the  answer  or  demurrer.  The 
whole  defence  seems  to  have  been  predicated  upon  a  supposed 
repugnancy  between  the  law  authorizing  the  assessment  and  the 
state  constitution,  and  upon  certain  alleged  irregularities  in  the 
proceedings  under  the  law.  It  is  not  enough  that  a  Federal  ques- 
tion might  have  been  raised.  We  have  no  jurisdiction  unless  it 
actually  was  raised  and  either  decided  or  necessarily  involved  in 
the  judgment  pronounced.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  CroweU  v.  Ran- 
dall, 10  Peters,  368,  decided  in  1836,  after  reviewing  all  the  cases 
down  to  that  time,  thus  states  the  rule:  ''It  is  not  sufficient  to 
show  that  a  question  might  have  arisen  or  been  applicable  to  the 
case,  unless  it  is  further  shown,  on  the  record,  that  it  did  arise 
and  was  applied  by  the  state  court  to  the  case."  To  the  same 
effect  is  Edwards  v.  Elliott,  21  Wall.  532,  558. 

Tlie  motion  to  dismiss  is  granted. 

Mr,  Montgomery  Blair  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  A,  A.  Sargent,  Mr.  S.  W,  Sanderson  and  Mr,  Wm,  Standing 
for  defendants  in  error.       

KEOGH  V.  ORIENT  FIRE  INS.   CO. 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 
No.  017.    Submitted  January  14, 1878.  —  Decided  January  28, 1878. 

The  facts  stated  in  the  opinion  show  that  tliere  is  not  a  sufficient  amount 
involved  in  this  case  to  give  tliis  conrt  jurisdiction. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
We  have  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case.     The  litigation  below  in- 
volved in  the  appeal  was  between  Keogh  and  the  Orient  Fire 
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Insurance  Company  as  to  the  ownership  of  a  fund  in  ooart  for  dis- 
tribution, amounting  to  1^1411.44.  Each  of  the  parties  claimed 
the  whole,  but  the  court  divided  it  between  them,  giving  Keogh 
9729.16,  and  the  Insurance  Company  $682.29.  Keogh  alone 
appeals.  The  Insurance  Company  is  satisfied.  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  the  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute  here  is  only  $682.29. 
To  give  us  jurisdiction  in  appeals  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  the  matter  in  dispute  must  exceed  $1000.  — 
(Bev.  Stat.  Sec.  705.)  Appeal  dismUsed, 

Mr,  Enoch  Totten  for  appellant. 

Mr,  S.  B,  Bond  for  appellees. 


NORTHWESTERN  LIFE  INSURANCE  CO.  v.  MARTIN. 
SAME  V.   AVELLBORN. 

ERROR  TO   THE    CIRCUIT    COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR   THE 
WESTERN   DISTRICT   OF   TENNESSEE. 
Nos.  1009  and  1008.    Submitted  December  17, 1877.  —Decided  Jaanary  7, 1878. 
Thompson  v.  Butler,  95  U.  S.  694,  followed. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  announced  the  decision  of  the  court. 

Verdicts  having  been  rendered  in  each  of  these  cases  against  the 
plaintiff  in  error  (the  defendant  below)  for  more  than  five  thou- 
sand dollars,  the  plaintiffs  respectively  remitted  all  over  that  sum, 
and  judgments  were  entered  by  the  court,  against  the  remonstrance 
of  the  defendant  for  five  thousand  dollars  and  no  more.  The 
cases  having  been  brought  here  by  the  defendant  below,  the  de- 
fendants in  error  (plaintiffs  below)  moved  to  dismiss  because  the 
amount  in  controversy  is  not  sufficient  to  give  us  jurisdiction. 

The  question  thus  presented  has  just  been  decided  in  Thompson 
V.  Butler,  95  U.  S.  694,  and  the  motions  are  granted  for  the  rea- 
sons stated  in  the  opinion  read  in  that  case. 

Mr.  Wm,  P.  Lynde  and  Mr.  L.  D.  McKiskk  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr.  Josiah  Patterson  for  defendants  in  error. 


WILSON  V.   GOODRICH. 
error  to  the  superior  court  of  the  state  of  massachusktts. 

No.  100.    Argued  December  20, 1878.  —  Dedded  Deeember  S3, 187S. 
Clc^in  V.  Houseman,  93  U.  S.  130,  followed. 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court- 
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In  Claflin  v.  Houseman,  93  U.  S.  130,  we  held  that  an  assignee 
in  bankruptcy  under  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  1867,  as  it  stood  before 
the  revision,  had  authority  to  bring  suit  in  the  state  courts,  when- 
ever those  courts  were  invested  with  appropriate  jurisdiction  suited 
to  the  nature  of  the  case.  This  suit  was  begun  March  18,  1872, 
before  the  Bevised  Statutes  were  in  force.  Section  5597  provides 
that  the  repeal  of  the  acts  embraced  in  the  revision  should  not 
affect  any  suit  or  proceeding  had  or  commenced  in  any  civil  cause 
before  the  repeal.  This  leaves  the  present  case,  therefore,  within 
the  rule  settled  in  Claflin  v.  Houseman,  and  renders  it  unneces- 
sary to  consider  whether  the  jurisdiction  in  this  class  of  oases  was 
taken  away  by  the  revision  as  to  suits  afterwards  commenced. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Mr.  Edward  Avery  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  N.  B.  Bryant  for  defendant  in  error. 


JAEGER  V.  MOORE. 

APPBAL  FBOM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 
No.  232.    Argaed  April  16, 10, 1879.— DMid«d  May  6, 1870. 

On  the  facts,  the  decree  below  Is  reversed  in  part,  and  in  part  affirmed. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waitb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  decree  is  reversed  as  to  the  appellant  IJlman,  but  in  all 
other  respects  affirmed.  The  cause  is  remanded  with  instructions 
to  dismiss  the  bill  as  to  Ulman,  and  to  enforce  the  deed  of  trust 
under  which  the  appellee  claims  only  against  that  part  of  the 
premises  therein  described  which  was  not  conveyed  to  him.  The 
costs  of  this  court  are  to  be  paid,  one-half  by  the  appellants 
Jaeger,  and  one-half  by  the  appellee.  No  further  opinion  will 
be  delivered. 

Mr,  Enoch  Totten  and  Mr.  Linden  Kent  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Robert  D.  Morrison  and  Mr.  E.  J.  D.  Gross  for  appellee. 


BURKE  V.   TREGRE. 

BRBOB  TO   THE  SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE  STATE   OF   LOUISIANA. 
No.  258.    Sabmhted  April  2S,  1879.  —  Dedded  May  6, 1879. 

Burke  v.  Mllte^iberger,  19  Wall.  679,  followed. 

llie  fiDdlDg  of  the  Sapreme  Court  of  tbe  State  as  to  the  suspension  of 
General  Orders  Nos.  60  and  70  is  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
VOL.  CUV — 41 
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Mb.  Chibf  Justice  Waite  aimoanced  the  judgment  of  the 
court. 

The  only  Federal  question  presented  for  our  consideration  in  this 
case  not  decided  adversely  to  the  present  appellant  in  Burke  t. 
MiUenberger,  19  Wall.  579,  is  that  which  relates  to  the  effect  of 
Greneral  Orders  Nos.  60  and  70  upon  the  judicial  sale  under  which 
the  appellees  claim.  As  to  these  orders  it  was  found  as  a  fact  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  that  they  were  suspended  hy  a 
special  permit  allowing  the  sale  to  be  made,  and  we  think  this 
finding  is  sustained  by  the  evidence.  Judgment  affirmed. 

Mr.  Oeorge  8.  Lacey  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Thomas  L.  Bayne  for  defendants  in  error. 


LEAVENWORTH  v.  KINNEY. 

EBBOB  TO   THE   GIBCUIT   COUET  OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB  THE 
DISTBICT   OF   KANSAS. 
No.  744.    Submitted  Janoarj  10, 1879. — Decided  Mareh  8, 1879. 
C(mmiMioneT9  t.  SeUew,  99  U.  S.  624,  followed. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  case  is  substantially  disposed  of  by  that  of  Board  of  Countif 
Commissioners  of  the  CownJty  of  Leavenworth  y,  SeUeWy  just  decided, 
99  U.  S.  624.  A  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  has  been  ordered 
against  the  mayor  and  council  of  the  city  of  Leavenworth  in  their 
corporate  capacity,  and  the  objection  is  that  it  should  have  been 
directed  to  the  persons  who  were  mayor  and  counoilmen.  The 
principle  upon  which  the  decision  in  the  other  case  rests  is  con- 
clusive of  this,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  conse- 
quently affirmed,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  authority,  if  neces- 
sary, to  so  modify  the  order  which  has  been  entered,  in  respect  to 
the  time  for  the  levy  and  collection  of  the  tax,  as  to  make  the 
writ  effective  for  the  end  to  be  accomplished.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  M.  H.  Carpenter  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  T.  A,  Hurd  and  Mr.  L.  B.  Wheat  for  defendant  in  error. 


CASE  V.   MARCHAND. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIBCUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB 

THE  DISTBICT  OF   LOUISIANA. 

No.  804.    Babmltted  Janoaiy  18, 1870. ^Decided  Janaary  27, 1879. 

In  a  case  of  conflicting  evidence  on  a  question  of  fact,  the  court  aAmu  tbe 

decree  of  the  court  below. 
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The  case  is  stated  in  tlie  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Miller  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oourt. 

The  Crescent  City  National  Bank  of  New  Orleans  having  failed 
to  redeem  some  of  its  circulating  notes,  on  a  demand  made  March 
17,  1873,  was  put  into  liquidation,  and  the  present  appellant 
appointed  receiver  by  the  comptroller  of  the  currency.  In  the 
process  of  liquidation  the  comptroller  issued  a  call  of  seventy  per 
cent  upon  the  amount  of  the  capital  stock  held  by  each  share- 
holder at  the  time  of  the  failure,  and  the  suit  now  before  us  on 
appeal  is  a  bill  in  equity  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  to  discover  who  was  liable  under  this  order  on  fifty 
shares  of  the  stock,  standing  in  the  name  of  Edward  Lubie,  and 
for  a  decree  for  the  sum  assessed. 

The  bill  charged  that  Lubie  was  insolvent,  and  that  the  transfer 
of  the  shares  on  the  books  of  the  corporation,  made  by  Keenan, 
one  of  the  defendants,  to  Lubie,  a  day  or  two  before  the  failure, 
was  a  device  to  evade  the  liability  under  the  act  of  Congress,  which 
it  is  the  purpose  of  this  bill  to  enforce,  and  that  Alfred  Marchand, 
the  other  defendant,  was  the  real  owner  of  the  stock  when  the  bank 
failed. 

Lubie  permitted  a  decree  to  be  taken  pro  confesso  against  him- 
self, and  then  became  a  witness  against  Marchand,  and  swears 
that  he  merely  acted  for  Marchand  and  permitted  the  stock  to  be 
transferred  to  his  name,  because  he  was  insolvent  and  could  not  be 
hurt,  and  that  Marchand  furnished  the  money  paid  to  Keenan  for 
the  shares.  Marchand  denies  all  this  under  examination  as  a 
witness.  There  is  much  other  conflicting  and  doubtful  testimony. 
The  case  is  one  whose  decision  involves  no  question  of  law,  and  is 
otherwise  unimportant,  and  we  shall  not  criticise  the  evidence 
closely  in  this  opinion.  Lubie  renders  himself  incredible  by  his 
own  confessions  and  by  his  manner  of  testifying.  The  books  of 
the  company  and  the  certificates  of  the  shares  delivered  to  him  are 
record  evidence  against  him,  and  while  there  are  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances against  Marchand,  there  is  not  enough  to  justify  us  in 
reversing  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  his  favor,  and  it  is 
accordingly  Affirmed, 

Mr.  t/l  D.  Rouse  and  Mr,  William  Orant  for  appellant. 

Mr,  Joseph  P.  Homor  for  appellees. 
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FAXON  V.  RUSSELL. 

EBBOB  TO   THE  CIBCUIT   COUBT   OF   THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB   THE 

DISTBICT   OF   MASSACHUSETTS. 

No.  846.    Sobmltted  January  18, 1879.  ^  Decided  January  SO,  1879. 

Arthur  v.  Daviea,  96  U.  8.  185,  followed. 
Arthur  T.  Bheims,  96  U.  S.  148,  applied. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waits  announced  the  judgment  of  the 
court. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  is  reversed  upon  the  authority  of 
Arthur  V.  Davies,  96  U.  S.  135,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  far- 
ther proceedings  in  accordance  with  this  decision.  Upon  another 
trial,  however,  no  allowances  can  be  made  for  the  reduction  of  ten 
per  cent  claimed  under  Sec.  2.  of  the  act  of  June  6,  1872,  (17 
Stat.  232, )  that  point  having  been  decided  adversely  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  in  Arthur  v.  Rheims,  96  U.  S.  143.  Beverstd. 

Mr.  Charles  Levi  Woodbury  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  Attorney  Ckneral  for  defendant  in  error. 


BETTS  V.  MUGRIDGE. 

EBBOB   TO   THE   CIBCUIT  COUBT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB   THE 

NOBTHEBN    DISTBICT   OF   ILLINOIS. 

No.  870.    Submitted  January  6, 1879.  —  Dedded  January  IS,  1879. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  bring  up  the  whole  testimony  for  reriew 
whether  the  case  has  been  tried  by  the  coart,  or  by  a  jury. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  cause  was  tried  by  the  court  below  without  the  intervention 
of  a  jury.  The  facts  were  not  agreed  upon  and  there  is  no  special 
finding.  No  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  in 
the  progress  of  the  trial,  but  all  the  evidence  has  been  embodied 
in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and  the  only  error  assigned  is  that  the 
general  finding  of  the  court  was  in  favor  of  the  defendant  below 
when  it  should  have  been  for  the  plaintiff.  We  have  often  de- 
cided that  a  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  be  used  to  bring  up  the  whole 
testimony  for  review  when  the  case  has  been  tried  by  the  court, 
any  more  than  when  there  has  been  a  trial  by  jury.  NorrisY, 
Jackson,  9  Wall.  125,  128;  Insurance  Co,  v.  Sea,  21  Wall.  158. 

Tlie  judgment  U  affirmed. 

Mr.  Alfred  B,  Mason  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Charles  M.  Sturges  for  defendants  in  error. 
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INGERSOLL  u   BOURNE. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE   SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   MISSISSIPPI. 

No.  M0.    Submitted  November  36, 1878.  ^  Decided  December  2, 1878. 

An  appeal  to  this  court  will  not  lie  from  the  Judgment  of  a  Circuit  Court  in 
a  proceeding  by  a  creditor  to  prove  his  demand  against  the  estate  of  a 
bankrupt 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  Wiswatt  v.  OampbeUf  93  U.  S.  347,  we  decided  that  an  appeal 
to  this  court  would  not  lie  from  the  judgment  of  a  Circuit  Court 
in  a  proceeding  by  a  creditor  to  prove  his  demand  against  the 
estate  of  a  bankrupt.  This  is  clearly  such  a  ca^e.  Although  on 
account  of  the  peculiar  character  of  the  demand,  the  proceeding 
assumed  to  some  extent  the  form  of  a  suit  in  equity,  it  was  insti- 
tuted and  carried  on  solely  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  allow- 
ance of  the  demand  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  is,  therefore,  granted  upon  the  authority 
of  the  case  cited.  Dismissed. 

Mr.  6.  Gordon  Adam  and  Mr.  P.  Phillips  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Pittman  and  Mr.  A.  B.  Pittman  opposing. 


DOLD  V.   UNITED  STATES. 

APPEAL   FROM   THE  COURT   OF   CLAIMS. 
No.  Mft.    Sabmitted  December  10, 187S. —Decided  December  28, 1878. 
The  Judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims  is  affirmed  on  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
The  facts  found  below  present  the  following  case : 
In  October,  1864,  the  Chief  Commissary  of  Subsistence  for  the 
Military  Department  of  New  Mexico  advertised  that  he  would 
receive  proposals  at  his  office  in  Santa  F^,  until  January  2,  1865, 
for  the  delivery  of  1,000,000  pounds  of  corn  at  Fort  Sumner  in 
three  instalments,  to  wit:  600,000  pounds  not  later  than  May  31, 
250,000  pounds  not  later  than  June  30,  and  250,000  pounds  not 
later  than  July  15.  Dold,  the  appellant,  then  being  at  Las  Vegas, 
N.M.,  was  the  successful  bidder.  He  was  notified  January  15, 
and  on  the  30th  C.  W.  Kitchen  wrote  the  commissary  from  Las 
Vegas  as  follows:  "My  corn  train  is  now  close  at  hand.  Would 
you  have  the  kindness,  if  convenient,  to  authorize  the  A.  C.  S.  at 
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Fort  Sumner  to  receive  com  on  Andres  Dold's  contract?  I  will 
have  about  85,000  pounds,  I  think,  which  I  will  get  an  order 
from  Mr.  Dold  to  turn  in  on  his  contract.''  On  the  5th  February, 
the  commissary  replied  that  he  could  not  give  an  order  to  Dold 
to  deliver  or  to  the  acting  commissary  to  receive,  until  the  con- 
tracts were  signed  and  approved  by  the  general  commanding.  On 
the  same  day  the  commissary  forwarded  the  contract  from  his  office 
to  the  commanding  general  for  approval.  On  the  next  day,  the 
6th,  he  wrote  Kitchen,  who  was  one  of  the  sureties  for  Dold  on 
the  contract,  as  follows : 

'^  I  am  just  in  the  receipt  of  the  contract  signed  by  Andres  Dold 
and  securities.  Your  proposition  on  behalf  of  Andres  Dold  to 
deliver  85,000  pounds  which  you  now  have  on  hand,  on  his 
(Dold's)  contract,  is  accepted.  You  will  proceed  to  deliver  it 
without  delay.  The  A.  G.  S.  at  Fort  Sumner  will  be  directed 
to  receive  it." 

After  this,  February  18,  Kitchen  delivered  to  the  officers  of  the 
commissary  department  at  Fort  Sumner,  28,747  pounds,  and,  Feb- 
ruary 24,  34,580  pounds,  for  which  the  chief  commissary  forwarded 
to  the  commanding  general,  March  24,  accounts  or  vouchers  in  the 
name  of  Dold,  for  his  approval.  In  a  communication  accompany- 
ing the  accounts,  he  wrote  as  follows : 

'^  This  com,  (lelivered  on  the  contract  of  Mr.  Dold,  was,  as  I  was 
made  to  understand  from  a  statement  made  to  me  by  Mr.  Dold, 
brought  from  the  States  by  Mr.  C.  W.  Kitchen,  and  was  en  route 
from  the  States  before  the  contract  was  given.  Mr.  Kitchen  him- 
self told  me  when  the  bids  were  opened  in  my  office,  that  his  train 
from  the  States  with  com  was  within  strU^ing  distance,  which 
would  account  for  the  early  delivery." 

The  commanding  general,  however,  disapproved  the  vouchers 
and  directed  that  the  delivery  be  not  accepted  under  the  contract 
The  corn  was  actually  used  in  the  public  service,  and  in  March, 
reported  by  the  commissary  who  made  the  purchase,  to  the  Com- 
missary General  of  Subsistence  of  the  Army,  as  purchased  from 
Dold  at  the  lowest  market  rates,  not  paid  for,  but  certified  accounts 
given.  The  price  stated  in  the  report  was  that  fixed  by  Dold's 
contract. 

No  deliveries  were  made  by  Dold  until  July  16,  when  he  deliv- 
ered 407,561  pounds.  On  the  22d  July,  the  commanding  general 
from  his  headquarters  at  Santa  F^,  through  the  chief  commissaiy 
at  the  same  post,  communicated  to  Kitchen  the  fact  that  he  with- 
held his  approval  of  the  accounts  for  his  deliveries,  and  at  the 
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same  time  proposed  to  pay  him  for  the  com  at  the  price  it  could 
have  been  purchased  for  at  the  time  of  delivery  in  the  open  market. 
On  the  2dd  a  voucher  for  this  com  was  made  out  in  the  name  of 
Kitchen  ''as  purchased  in  open  market  by  order  of  the  department 
commander/'  at  16.37  cents  per  pound,  and  Kitchen  was  paid  at 
that  rate,  he  receipting  therefor  "as  in  full  of  the  above  account. *' 
On  the  same  day  Dold  addressed  a  letter  to  the  chief  commissary, 
in  which  he  said  he  had  just  received  information  that  the  Kitchen 
delivery  would  not  be  accepted  on  his  contract,  and  concluding  as 
follows: 

"  Having  made  my  arrangements  for  the  delivery  of  the  million 
pounds  of  com,  including  the  63,327  pounds,  if  I  am  required  now 
to  deliver  the  million  of  pounds  exclusive  of  the  63,327  pounds 
referred  to,  I  most  respectfully  ask  for  an  extension  of  time  for 
the  delivery  of  said  amount  until  some  time  in  the  coming  fall." 

On  the  29th  July  this  request  was  acceded  to  and  the  time 
extended  to  November  15. 

On  the  2oth  and  31st  July  deliveries  were  made  by  Dold  suffi- 
cient to  complete  the  first  instalment  under  the  contract.  The 
second  instalment  was  filed  between  July  31  and  August  28;  and 
between  August  21  and  December  30,  240,545  pounds  were  turned 
in  on  account  of  the  third  instalment.  There  was  no  further 
delivery,  and,  for  such  as  were  made,  Dold  was  paid  in  full  accord* 
ing  to  the  contract. 

When  Kitchen  was  paid  upon  the  vouchers  in  his  favor,  July 
23,  it  was  understood  that  an  appeal  might  be  made  to  the  War 
Department  for  the  difference  between  the  amount  paid  and  the 
contract  price.  An  appeal  to  that  effect  was  prosecuted  April  8, 
1866,  but  without  success. 

This  suit  was  commenced,  February  16,  1871,  to  recover  such 
difference,  and  judgment  having  been  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
United  States,  Dold  appealed. 

A  bare  statement  of  the  case  seems  to  us  sufficient  to  show 
that  the  judgment  below  was  right.  It  is  not  pretended  that  Dold 
owned  the  corn  delivered  by  Kitchen,  or  that  he  has  been  in  any 
manner  injured  by  the  refusal  of  the  commanding  general  to  re- 
ceive it  under  the  contract.  If  this  were  a  suit  against  him  to 
recover  damages  for  not  delivering,  and  he  were  defending  because 
of  the  tender  by  Kitchen,  the  question  would  be  whether  that  was 
such  an  offer  to  perform  on  his  part  as  would  excuse  him  from 
liability  for  a  failure  to  deliver  to  that  extent. 

But  instead  of  being  such  a  suit  it  is  one  to  recover  for  a  deliv- 
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ery  actually  made  under  the  contract.     To  this  the  goyemment 
answers : 

*^  The  com  for  which  you  now  claim  was  not  aooepted  as  a  delir- 
ery  under  the  contract.  You  were  so  informed  at  the  time  and, 
acquiescing  in  the  decision,  asked  further  time  to  complete  your 
performance.  This  was  granted.  Your  other  delireries  have  been 
made  and  accepted  and  you  have  been  paid  in  full.  Kitchen,  who 
actually  owned  the  com  not  accepted,  has  been  paid  for  it  at  the 
market  price  upon  a  roucher  in  his  name.  He  cannot  claim  under 
the  contract,  for  he  was  no  party  to  it,  and  you  cannot  complain 
because,  acquiescing  in  the  refusal  to  accept  his  com,  you  have 
performed  your  contract  in  another  way  and  been  paid  in  full." 

It  seems  to  us  this  answer  is  conclusive.  We  need  not  consider 
any  question  arising  upon  the  exclusion  of  Kitchen  as  a  witness, 
which  the  appellant  has  attempted  to  put  into  the  record,  for  had 
his  testimony  all  been  admitted  the  result  must  have  been  the 
same.  Dold  did  not  stand  on  his  rights  under  the  tender  of 
Kitchen's  delivery  and  refuse  to  yield  to  the  decisions  made  against 
him,  but  went  on  and  fulfilled  his  contract  in  accordance  with  the 
claim  of  the  government  as  to  his  obligation,  and  now,  apparently 
for  Kitchen's  benefit  alone,  seeks  to  compel  the  government  to 
pay  for  Kitchen's  com  at  the  contract  price  instead  of  the  market 
rates.  Judgment  affirmed. 

Mr.  Harvey  Spalding  for  appellant. 

Mr,  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  Solicitor  General  for  appellee. 


WILLIAMS  u   UNITED  STATES. 

APPEAL   FROM  THE  COURT   OF  CLAIMS. 
No.  1068.    Sabmltted  Janawry  24, 1879.  ^  Deolded  Febnury  S,  1879. 

The  acceptance  by  a  snpemiimerary  officer  in  the  Contiaental  line  of  ao 
appointment  In  the  regiment  of  gaards  anthorized  by  the  State  of 
Virginia  took  him  out  of  the  line  and  put  htm  into  the  new  orgaalzatioD. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

From  the  finding  of  facts  sent  up  with  this  appeal  we  are  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that  Dr.  Taylor  did  not  ^'continue  in  service  until 
the  end  of  the  war/'  within  the  meaning  of  the  Besolutions  of 
Congress  of  October  21,  1780,  and  of  March  22, 1783,  under  which 
the  claim  in  this  case  is  made.  When  he  accepted  his  appointment 
in  the  regiment  of  guards,  January  9,  1779,  he  ceased  to  he  a 
supernumerary  surgeon's  mate  and  became  an  aotive  officer  in  the 
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new  regiment.  Consequently  when  that  regiment  was  discharged 
because  its  term  of  enlistment  had  expired,  he  was  out  of  service. 
When  the  new  regiment  was  raised  the  Governor  and  Council  of 
Virginia  were  authorized  by  Congress  to  appoint  its  ofB^cers  out  of 
those  in  the  Virginia  line  who  were  then  supernumerary.  Although 
it  is  said  in  one  of  the  additional  findings,  that  Dr.  Taylor  was 
^'assigned  to  active  duty,"  this  is  to  be  construed  in  connection 
with  the  resolution  to  which  reference  is  made,  and  that  being 
done  it  is  apparent  there  was  no  intention  by  that  language  to 
modify  the  previous  finding  that  ^'he  was  appointed  surgeon's 
mate  of  the  regiment  of  guards  authorized  by  the  resolution  of  Jan- 
uary 9,  1779,  of  the  Continental  Congress."  By  the  resolution 
Congress  permitted  the  supernumerary  officers  in  the  line  to  accept 
appointments  in  the  new  regiment.  Such  an  acceptance  took  them 
out  of  their  former  position  in  the  line  and  put  them  into  the  new 
organization.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  P.  E.  Dye  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Attorney  General^  Mr.  Solicitor  Cfenerai  and  Mr.  Assistant 
Attorney  General  Smith  for  appellee. 


NORTH  V.  McDonald. 

ERBOB  TO   THE  SUPBElffE  COUBT   OF  THE  TEBBITOBY  OF  WYOMING. 
No.  41.    Sabmitted  November  4, 1879.  —  Dedded  November  10, 1879. 

On  the  case  made  by  the  pleadings  the  court  will  not  disturb  the  Judgment 
below. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiffs  below  evidently  intended  to  bring  this  action 
under  sec.  6129  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  but  the  averments  in 
their  petition  are  only  sufficient  to  make  a  case  under  sec.  5046. 
While  the  court  would  certainly  have  been  justified  in  leaving  the 
question  of  fraud  to  the  jury  upon  the  evidence  as  it  stood,  we 
think,  if  a  judgment  had  been  rendered  against  the  defendants,  it 
might  with  propriety  have  been  set  aside  as  being  contrary  to 
what  had  been  proven.  For  this  reason,  although  it  might  have 
been  more  in  accordance  with  correct  practice  not  to  take  the  case 
from  the  jury,  we  will  not  disturb  the  judgment.  No  request  was 
made  for  leave  to  amend  the  petition,  and  we  must  consider  the 
case  here  as  made  by  the  pleadings,  and  not  as  the  parties  may 
have  intended  to  make  it.  77ie  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  C.  W.  Bramel  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Corlett  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  Edvoard  P,  Johnson  for  defendants  in  error. 
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LAMMERS  V.  NISSEN. 

EBBOB  TO   THB  SITPBBHE  COUBT  OF   THE  STATE   OF  NEBBASKA. 

No.  T2.    Ai^ed  and  •obmltted  November  17, 18T9. — Decided  November  SI,  IBTB. 

When  the  District  Court  in  a  State  has  given  a  Judgment  which  inyoWes  the 
finding  of  a  fact  in  dispute,  and  that  judgment  is  affirmed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State,  this  court  will  not  disturb  the  judgment  of  the  latter 
unless  the  error  be  dear. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conit. 

The  only  question  in  this  case  is  whether  as  a  matter  of  fact^ 
when  Lammers,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  purchased  from  the  United 
States,  lot  1,  sec.  12,  T.  33,  R.  1,  Dakota  City  land  district,  there 
was  in  front  and  outside  of  the  meandered  line  of  the  lot  any  land 
that  could  be  cultivated,  or  that  bore  trees  of  value,  or  grass  suffi- 
cient for  grazing  purposes.  There  is  no  dispute  between  the  parties 
as  to  the  law.  The  District  Court  of  Cedar  County  found  there 
was  such  land  and  this  finding  has  been  affirmed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Nebraska  on  appeal.  Under  such  circumstances  we  ought 
not  to  disturb  the  judgment  of  the  state  court  unless  the  error  is 
clear.  No  less  stringent  rule  should  be  applied  in  cases  of  this 
kind  than  that  which  formerly  governed  in  admiralty  appeals, 
when  two  courts  had  found  in  the  same  way,  on  a  question  of  fact 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence,  we  are  satisfied  with 
the  result  reached  by  the  court  below,  and  the  judgment  is,  conse- 
quently, Affirmed. 

Mr.  M.  H.  Carpenter,  Mr.  8.  W-  Packard,  Mr.  James  Coleman, 
and  Mr.  O.  C  Moody  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  B.  F.  Orafton  and  Mr.  H.  E.  Paine  for  defendants  in  error. 


WOOLFOLK  V.  NISBET. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIBGUIT    OOUBT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOB 

THE  SOUTHEBN   DISTBICT  OF   OEOBOIA. 

No.  78.    Argued  November  17-18, 1879.  ^Decided  December  1, 1878. 

On  the  facts  It  is  held  that  the  conveyance  which  is  the  subject  of  dispote 
in  this  snit  was  f  randolent  under  the  banlcnipt  laws. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

After  full  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  in  this  case  we  are 
satisfied  — 

1.  That  James  H.  Woolfolk  was  insolvent  when  he  made  the 
conveyance  to  Sowell  C.  Woolfolk,  which  is  complained  of; 
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2.  That  Sowell  G.  Woolfolk  had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  such 
insolvency  when  he  received  the  conveyance;  and 

3.  That  the  conveyance  was  made  with  a  view  to  defeat  the 
object  and  operation  of  the  bankrupt  law. 

There  is  no  dispute  about  the  law  applicable  to  this  state  of 
facts,  and  as  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  evidence  in 
detail,  no  further  opinion  will  be  delivered. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  Affirmed.  ^ 

Mr.  Clifford  Anderson  for  appellants. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Lyon  for  appellee. 


FOLLANSBEE  v.  BALLABD  PAVING  CO. 

APPEAL   FBOM   THE   SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   DISTRICT   OF 
COLUMBIA. 
No.  102.    Argued  Deoombar  10  and  11, 1879.  —Decided  December  15, 1870. 
The  decree  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken  was  not  a  final  decree. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  this  appeal  is  granted.  The  decree 
appealed  from  is  not  a  final  decree.  The  amount  due  from  the 
appellant  has  not  been  ascertained.  Dismissed. 

Mr.  WiUiam  A  Cook  and  Mr.  J.  S.  Bradley  for  appellant. 

Mr.  A.  S.  Worthington  and  Mr,  E.  L.  Stanton  for  appellee. 


PONDER  V.  DELAUNEY. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT  OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE  SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   GEORGIA. 

No.  904.    Argaed  March  16, 1880. — Decided  March  39, 1880. 

This  case  presents  onlj  a  question  of  fact,  which  was  properl j  decided  in 
the  coart  below. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  presents  only  a  question  of  fact  which  we  are  satisfied 
was  decided  right  in  the  court  below.  There  is  no  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  set  aside  the  settlement  between  the  parties  as  expressed 
in  the  receipt  in  full  executed  when  the  sum  agreed  on  was  paid. 
As  that  is  the  only  matter  in  dispute  the  decree  is  Affirmed. 

Mr.  B.  J,  Moses  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Charles  N.  West  and  Mr.  WUliam  Reynolds  for  appellees. 
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FONTAINE  V.  McNAB. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIRCUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED   STATES   FOB 
THE  80UTHEBN   DI8TBICT   OF   OEOB6IA. 

No.  906.    ArgiMd  March  17, 1880.  —  D^lded  Mareh  20, 1880. 

The  court  Ands  the  disputed  facts  in  favor  of  the  appellee,  and  enters  a 
decree  accordingly. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
From  the  evidence  in  this  case  we  find: 

1.  That  the  trust  deed  from  Flewelljn  to  Shorter  was  duly 
executed  and  delivered.  Under  the  ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Georgia  in  Dinkina  v.  MoorSy  17  Ga.  62,  there  was  sufficient 
proof  of  delivery  to  authorize  the  record. 

2.  That  the  deed,  when  executed  and  delivered,  had  upon  it 
internal  revenue  stamps  to  the  amount  of  thirty  dollars,  which 
was  all  that  was  required. 

3.  That  the  deed,  including  the  stamp,  was  properly  recorded, 
March  15, 1867.     And—    • 

4.  That  at  the  time  of  the  advertisement  for  sale  under  the  trust 
deed  there  was  no  newspaper  published  in  Quitman  County,  and 
that  the  Guthbert  Appeal  had  a  general  circulation  in  that  county. 

There  is  no  dispute  but  that  upon  this  state  of  facts  the  decree 
below  must  be  affirmed,  and  it  is  consequently  so  ordered. 

Affirmid. 
Mr.  R.  J.  Moses  for  appellant. 

Mr,  A.  R,  Lawtan  for  appellee. 


UNITED  STATES  v.  WILLIAMS. 

APPEAL  FBOM  THE  COUBT  OF  CLAIMS. 

No.  216.    Argued  Deeember  38, 1870. — Decided  JuDoery  6, 1880. 

The  Judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed  on  the  case  presented  to  this 
court. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ooait 
We  are  satisfied  with  the  judgment  below.  The  points  raised 
and  considered  below  have  not  been  presented  here,  and  that  raised 
and  argued  here  does  not  seem  to  have  been  presented  there.  We 
think  upon  the  facts  found  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  promised  reward  were  complied  with,  and 
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that  the  claimant  was  entitled  to  recover  what  was  offered  for  the 
services  he  rendered.  Judgment  affirmed, 

Mr,  Attorney  Oeneral  for  appellant. 

Mr.  O,  S,  LoveU  and  Mr,  Lewis  Abraham  for  appellee. 


GRAND  TRUNK  RAILWAY  COMPANY  v,  WALKER. 

EBBOB  TO   THE  CIBCUIT  COUBT    OF    THE   UNITED    STATES    FOB   THE 
DISTBICT   OF   MAIKE. 

No.  219.    Submlttad  March  23, 1880. — Decided  April  6, 1880. 

A  railroad  company  which  runs  its  line  by  telegraph,  is  bound  to  have  a  sait- 
able  telegraph  line,  with  ^  proper  nnmber  of  operators,  and  in  case  of 
an  accident  it  is  for  the  Jury  to  decide  whether  their  duty  in  this  respect 
has  been  performed. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Although  much  and  probably  all  the  testimony  in  this  case  is 
embodied  in  the  bill  of  exceptions^  the  only  exception  taken  below 
was  to  the  following  instruction  to  the  jury: 

^'  The  defendants,  if  they  undertook  to  manage  and  conduct  the 
business  of  running  their  trains  by  telegraph,  were  bound  to  have 
a  proper  and  fit  telegraph  line  for  this  purpose,  with  a  reasonable 
number  of  telegraph  stations  and  operators  to  properly  conduct  and 
control  the  movements  of  the  trains.  And  it  is  for  the  jury  to 
decide  whether  this  duty  was  performed  by  the  defendants  or 
whether  they  were  guilty  of  negligence  and  want  of  ordinary  care 
in  this  respect  by  not  having  the  requisite  number  of  telegraph 
stations  and  operators  for  conducting  the  business  of  the  road.  If 
they  were  guilty  of  such  negligence  and  want  of  care  and  thus 
occasioned  the  injury  which  otherwise  would  not  have  occurred, 
then  the  jury  would  be  authorized  to  find  a  verdict  for  plaintiff. " 

We  see  no  error  in  this  instruction  as  an  abstract  principle  of 
law,  and  no  complaint  is  made  of  it  here  on  that  account.  The 
whole  effort  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  has  been  to  show 
that  upon  the  evidence  the  verdict  ought  to  have  been  in  its  favor. 
That  question  we  cannot  consider.  The  instruction  was  right,  and 
certainly  not  so  far  inapplicable  to  the  allegation  in  the  writ  as 
to  justify  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  on  that  account. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mr,  John  Band  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  A.  A,  Strout  for  defendant  in  error. 
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BUBB  V.  MYERS. 

APPKAL  nOM  THB  8UPRBMB  COUBT  OF  THE  BI8TBICT  OF 

COLUMBIA. 

VO.SB.    Arfo«d  HardiM.  ins.— DMldad  April  ft,  Un. 

The  court  hu  no  jmifldictioii  In  thia  case. 

Mb.  Chibf  Justicb  Waits  delivered  the  opinion  of  tlie  ooort 
The  matters  in  dispute  on  this  appeal  are  those  presented  hy  the 
exceptions  to  the  master's  report.     These  are: 

First  exception f  1500.00 

Second  exception. — First  item $  13.25 

Second  item 125.46 

Third  item 17.60 

Fourth  item 117.55 

27a76 

Total  as  of  February  25, 1873 $177^76 

The  addition  of  interest  to  this  amount  from  the  date  at  which 
the  master  made  up  the  account  until  the  decree  below  will  not 
make  the  value  of  the  amount  in  dispute  equal  to  that  necessary 
to  give  us  jurisdiction.  .Appeal  dimnisMiL 

Mr,  C.  H.  Armes  for  appellant. 

Mr.  John  F,  Hanna  and  Mr.  James  M.  Johnston  for  appellee. 


DALLAS  COUNTY  v.  HUIDEKOPER. 

EBROB  TO  THB   CIBCUIT   COURT   OF    THB    UNITED    STATES    FOB  THB 

WESTERN   DISTRICT   OF   MISSOUBI. 

No.3».    ArgVMl  March  25»  1880.— Decided  April  ft.  1880. 

County  of  Macon  y.  Shorts^  97  U.  8.  278;  and  8mitk  t.  Clark  Coun^,  54 
Missoarl,  69,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waitb  delirered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
We  think  the  only  question  in  this  case  was  settled  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  in  Smith  v.  County  of  Clark^  54  Ma 
59,  where  it  was  held  on  a  petition  for  rehearing,  after  the  case  had 
been  once  decided,  p.  81,  that  ^^  whether  the  corporation  had  a 
legal  existence  or  not  when  the  subscription  was  made,  is  a  ques- 
tion that  cannot  be  raised  in  a  collateral  proceeding."  In  this 
case,  as  in  that,  the  corporation  "did  exist  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
and  was  in  the  exercise  of  all  its  chartered  franchises  when  the 
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subscription  was  made  and  the  bonds  issued. '^  That  case,  like 
this,  was  a  suit  upon  coupons  for  interest  attached  to  bonds  issued 
by  the  county  in  payment  for  its  subscription  to  the  capital  stock 
of  a  railroad  corporation,  and  the  point  made  was,  ^^  that  the  charter 
of  the  company  had  ceased  before  the  company  was  organized." 
That,  the  court  said,  was  ^^a  question  between  the  State  and  the 
company,"  and  gave  judgment  against  the  county.  We  had  occa- 
sion to  consider  the  same  question  in  County  of  Macon  v.  Shores, 
97  U.  S.  272,  276,  and  held  the  same  way. 

JudgmerU  affirmed. 

Mr.  S.  H.  Boyd,  Mr.  A.  D.  Matthews  and  Mr.  B.  L.  Brush  for 

plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Joseph  Shippen  for  defendant  in  error. 


DALLAS  COUNTY  v.  HUIDEKOPEB. 
SAME  V.  DAVOL. 

APPBALS   FBOM  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT   OF  THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE  WESTBBK   DISTRICT  OF   MISSOURI. 

Nm.  224  and  226.    Aiyned  Maroh  25, 1880.  —  D^ided  April  6, 1880. 

DaUaa  County  y.  Huidekopefj  ante,  664,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

These  are  suits  in  equity  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  judgments 
against  Dallas  County  on  coupons  for  interest  attached  to  the 
same  class  of  bonds  just  considered  in  DaUas  County  y.  Huidekoperj 
No.  225^  ante,  654,  and  relief  is  asked  on  the  ground  that  the 
charter  of  the  railroad  company  had  expired  before  any  organiza- 
tion was  effected  under  it,  and  that  this  fact  was  not  known  to  the 
county  until  after  the  judgment  was  rendered.  After  what  has 
been  said  in  the  other  case,  it  is  clear  that  the  bills  were  properly 
dismissed  without  considering  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
sustain  such  a  suit,  and  the  decree  in  each  of  the  cases  is  conse- 
quently Affirmed. 

Mr.  8.  jar.  Boyd,  Mr.  A  D.  Matthews  and  Mr.  B.  L.  Bi^ush  for 
appellant. 

Mr.  Joseph  Shippen  for  appellees. 
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BANK  OF  THE  REPUBLIC  v.  MILLARD. 

ERROR  TO   THE    SUPREME   COURT    OF    THE    DISTRICT    OF    C0LU1CBIA. 

No.  SiO.    Sabmittod  October  27, 1879.  —  Decided  November  Z,  1879. 
Bailroad  Co,  y.  QratU,  98  U.  S.  89S,  followed. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  ease  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute  in  this  case  is  less  than 
twenty-five  hundred  dollars,  and,  therefore,  under  our  ruling  in 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Chrai^y  98  IT.  S.  398,  the  judgment  is  not  now 
reviewable  here.  The  special  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error  to  re- 
verse a  former  judgment  in  the  same  cause,  under  which  a  reversal 
was  had,  cannot  be  made  applicable  to  this  writ,  because  the  case 
as  now  presented  is  entirely  different  from  what  it  was  before. 
In  fact,  after  the  case  went  back,  it  was  made  to  conform  to  what, 
as  was  suggested  in  the  opinion  reported  in  10  Wall.  157,  might 
perhaps  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  is  granted,  each  party  to  pay  his  own 
costs.  Di9mi$9e± 


Mr.  J.  H,  Bradley  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr,  R.  D,  Mussey  for  defendant  in  error. 


GAGE  V,  CARRAHER. 

appeal  from  the  circuit  court  of  the  united  states  fob 
the  northern  district  of  illinois. 

No.  248.    Sabmlttwi  April  6, 1880. — Decided  Aprii  12, 1880. 
Removal  Cotes,  100  U.  S.  457,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waits  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  order  remanding  this  cause  to  the  state  court  is  aflirmed 
on  the  authority  of  Meyer  v.  Oonstruction  Co,j  100  U.  8.  467.  Cta- 
raher  occupies  one  side  of  the  controversy  about  which  the  suit  is 
brought,  that  is  to  say,  the  title  to  the  property  in  question,  and 
Portia  Gage,  Henry  H.  Gage  and  John  Forsythe  the  other.  Henry 
H.  Gage  and  Forsythe  are  citizens  of  the  same  State  with  Car 
raher.  There  is  no  controversy  in  the  suit  which  is  wholly  be- 
tween citizens  of  different  States  and  which  can  be  fully  deter 
mined  as  between  them.  Affirmed, 

Mr.  Henry  D.  Beam  for  appellant. 

Mr.  James  E.  Munroe  and  Mr.  W.  O.  Ooudy  for  appellee. 
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THE  LOUISVILLE,  GIBSON,  Claimant,  v,  HALLIDAY. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UKITED    STATES    FOR 

THE  SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   ILLINOIS. 

No.  278.    Argued  April  28, 1880.  —  Decided  April  26, 1880. 

The  findings  of  fact  by  the  Circnit  Conrt  in  an  admiralty  salt  are  conclu- 
sive upon  this  court. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  conceded  that  upon  the  facts  found  by  the  Circuit  Court  the 
decree  appealed  from  was  right.  That  finding  is  conclusive  upon 
us.  The  Abbotsford,  98  U.  S.  440.  No  exceptions  were  taken  to 
the  rulings  of  the  court  in  the  progress  of  the  trial. 

An  appeal  in  admiralty  from  the  District  Court  to  the  Circuit 
Court  vacates  the  decree  appealed  from.  The  case  is  heard  de 
novo  in  the  Circuit  Court,  without  any  regard  to  what  was  done 
below.  An  entire  new  decree  is  entered,  which  the  Circuit 
Court  carries  into  execution.  The  cause  is  not  remanded  to  the 
District  Court.  After  the  suit  once  gets  into  the  Circuit  Court  it 
is  proceeded  with  substantially  in  the  same  way  as  it  would  have 
been  if  originally  begun  in  that  court.  The  LuciHej  19  Wall.  74; 
MoTitgomery  v.  Anderson,  21  How,  388;  Yeaton  v.  United  States, 
5  Cranch,  283.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  T.  D.  Lincoln  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Wmiam  B.  Oilbert  for  appellee. 


JOUAN  V.   DIVOLL. 

APPEAL  FRQM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF 

COLUMBIA. 

No.  486.    Submitted  December  22, 1879. —Decided  JanoAry  6, 1880. 

This  decree  is  affirmed  on  the  facts  on  the  various  points  stated  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  courjL 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  think  the  evidence  shows  that  Divoll  was  induced  to  make 
his  purchase  from  Cooke  on  the  representation  of  Jouan  that  Cooke 
was  the  owner  of  one-half  the  claim.  For  this  reason  Jouan  is 
now  estopped  from  denying  Cooke's  title.  As  Jouan  and  Cooke 
have  settled  all  their  disputes,  and  Jouan  has  been  released  by 
Cooke  from  all  further  liability  to  him  under  the  original  assign- 
ment, Cooke's  representatives  are  not  necessary  parties  to  this 
suit.     This  objection  does  not  seem  to  have  been  made  below. 
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By  the  terms  of  the  assignment  to  Cooke  he  was  bound  to  paj 
all  costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  prosecuting  the  claim.  It  was 
right,  therefore,  to  deduct  from  Divoll's  share  of  the  money  recov- 
ered a  corresponding  share  of  the  expenses. 

The  decree  is  Affirmed. 

Mr,  J,  D.  McPher9on  for  appellant. 
Mr.  J.  G,  Kimball  for  appellee. 


WOODFOLK  V,  SEDDON. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    GIBCUIT    COUBT    OF    THE    UNITED   STATES    FOB 
THE  EASTEBK   DISTRICT   OF   ABKAKSAS. 

No.  948.    BabmlttodJaiiiuury21,1880.  — Deoid6dMftrebS,1880. 

The  court,  being  satisfied  that  the  yarioas  matters  detailed  in  the  opinion 
were  part  and  parcel  of  a  scheme  devised  to  hinder  and  delay  creditors 
in  the  coUection  of  their  debts,  affirms  the  decree  of  the  court  below  in 
this  case. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
After  a  careful  consideration  of  this  case,  we  are  entirely  satis- 
fied that  the  consideration  of  the  note  executed  by  William  W. 
Woodfolk  to  his  son,  William  Woodfolk,  on  which  alone  the  title 
of  the  son  to  the  property  in  controversy  depends,  was  fictitious, 
and  that  the  confession  of  judgment  by  the  father  in  &vor  of  the 
son,  and  the  purchase  of  the  property  in  controversy  by  the  son 
under  execution,  were  but  parts  of  a  scheme  devised  by  the  Either 
and  son  through  which  it  was  hoped  something  might  be  saved 
from  the  wreck  of  the  father's  fortune  at  the  expense  of  his  bona 
fde  creditors.  There  is  no  dispute  about  the  law  applicable  to 
these  facts,  and  as  it  will  serve  no  useful  purpose  to  discuss  the 
evidence  in  detail,  a  further  opinion  on  this  point  will  not  he 
delivered. 

The  purchase  of  the  property  at  tax  sale  by  the  son  was,  as  we 
think,  under  the  circumstances,  nothing  more  in  legal  effect  than 
payment  of  the  taxes,  so  far  as  the  rights  of  this  appellant  are 
concerned.  We  cannot  divest  ourselves  of  the  conviction  that  it 
was  part  and  parcel  of  the  scheme  devised  to  hinder  and  delay 
creditors  in  the  collection  of  their  debts.  Decree  affirmed. 

Mr.  T.  D.  W.  Yofdey  for  appellants. 

Mr.  A.  H.  Garland  for  appellee. 
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GURNEE  V.   BLAIR. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE   NORTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   ILLINOIS. 
No.  988.    Sabmitted  Deoember  1, 1879.  —  Decided  December  8, 1879. 
Bailroad  Company  v.  Blair,  100  U.  S.  661,  followed. 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
This  case  is  not  materially  different  from  No.  987,  RailM'oad  Co.  . 
V.  JKair,  100  U.  S.  661,  and 

An  order  may  be  entered  similar  to  the  one  in  that  case, 
Mr.  S.  Coming  Judd  and  Mr.  W.  F.  Whitehouse  for  appellants. 
Mr.  E.  C.  Lamed  and  Mr.  W.  C  Lamed  for  appellees. 


SEA  V.  CONNECTICUT  MUTUAL  LIFE  INSURANCE  CO. 

ERROR  TO   THE   CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 
NORTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   ILLINOIS. 
No.  lOM.    Sabmitted  April  29, 1880. — Decided  May  10, 1880. 
Carroll  y.  Dorsey,  20  How.  204,  followed. 

Motion  to  dismiss. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  motion  is  granted  on  the  authority  of  CarroU  y.  Doraey,  20 
How.  204,  because  of  the  omission  to  state  with  certainty  the 
return  day  of  the  writ  of  error.  The  defect  is  one  that  is  amenda- 
ble under  section  1005  Rev.  Stat.,  but  as  no  application  is  made 
by  the  plaintiff  in  error  for  leave  to  amend,  and  no  citation  has 
ever  been  served,  we  are  not  inclined,  on  our  motion,  to  make 
any  order  in  that  behalf.  Dismissed. 

Mr.  H.  0.  McDaid  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  E.  8.  Isham  and  Mr.  Robert  T.  Lincoln  for  defendant  in  error. 


COWDREY  V.  VANDENBURGH. 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

No.  1076.    Submitted  January  14, 1880.  —  Decided  March  8, 1880. 
Cowdrey  y.  Vandenburgh,  101  U.  S.  572,  followed. 

Mr.  Justice  Field  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
The  decree  in  this  case  is  affirmed  for  the  reasons  giyen  in  the 
aboye  opinion  (Cowdrey  y.  Vandenburgh,  101  U.  S.  572). 
Mr.  Joseph  H.  Bradley  for  appellant.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  JamAS  O.  Payne  for  appellees. 


660  APPENDIX. 

GROAT  V.   O'HAEE. 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUHBIA. 

No.  85.    Ai«u6d  October  21, 1880.  —  Decided  November  8, 1880. 

This  case  is  reversed  because  this  coart  is  not  satisfied  that  the  court 
below  reached  a  proper  conclusion  on  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  are  not  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  the  court  below  was 
right  in  directing  the  auditor,  in  stating  the  account  of  the  pari- 
nership,  to  credit  O'Hare  with  $2926.20,  for  items  set  out  in 
Schedule  D,  annexed  to  the  first  report.  It  is  clear  to  us  that  the 
items,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  31650,  for  hire  of  horse  and 
buggy,  are  not  proven,  but  it  is  impossible,  from  the  case  as  it 
now  stands,  to  determine  what  amount,  if  any,  should  be  allowed 
for  these  and  the  other  claims  in  that  schedule. 

We  think,  also,  that  the  parties  should  be  permitted  to  produce 
further  evidence  in  respect  to  the  certificates  amounting  to  35600, 
which  O'Hare,  on  his  cross-examination  before  the  auditor  under 
the  reference  from  the  general  term,  admits  he  received  from 
the  Evans  Concrete  Company.  It  is  clear  that  he  should  be  now 
charged  with  this  amount,  unless  it  has  already  been  included  in 
the  accounts  as  stated  by  the  auditor.  It  is  impossible  to  deter- 
mine from  the  case  as  it  is  now  presented  whether  he  has  been  so 
charged  or  not. 

We  find  no  other  errors  in  the  action  of  the  court  below.  The 
decree  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  with  instructions  to 
permit  the  parties,  if  they  desire,  to  take  further  testimony  in 
respect  to  the  items  of  charge  by  O'Hare,  as  stated  in  Schedule 
D,  and  the  certificates  received  by  O'Hare  from  the  Evans  Con- 
crete Company,  and  for  such  further  proceedings,  not  inconsistent 
with  this  opinion,  as  shall  seem  to  be  necessary. 

Mr.  T,  r.  Cnttenden  for  appellants. 

Mr.  R.  T.  Merrick  and  Mr,  M,  F,  Moms  for  appellee. 


BANK  OF  MONTREAL  v.  WHITE. 

ERROR  TO   THE   CIRCUIT   COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR   THE 

NORTHERN^   DISTRICT   OF   ILLINOIS. 

No.  61.    Submitted  November  8,  ISM.  —  Decided  NoTember  22, 1880. 

The  refusal  of  a  charge  asked  for  which  is  wholly  immaterial  is  no  ground 
for  reversal. 
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Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

There  can  be  no  pretence  in  this  case  that  the  note  in  suit  was 
ever  actually  delivered  to  the  bank  as  collateral  security  for  past 
or  future  indebtedness.  In  the  letter  transmitting  it,  the  bank 
manager  was  asked  to  discount  it  and  place  the  proceeds  to  the 
credit  of  the  manufacturing  company.  In  that  event  the  "  over- 
draft kindly  allowed  on  Friday "  was  to  be  charged  against  the 
credit,  but  it  is  nowhere,  even  in  the  remotest  degree,  intimated 
that  if  the  discount  was  declined  the  note  might  be  kept  as 
collateral.  The  charge  asked  and  refused  was,  therefore,  wholly 
immaterial,  and  the  judgment  cannot  be  reversed  because  it  was 
not  given.  No  complaint  can  be  made  of  the  charge  as  given  if 
this  refusal  was  right.  All  the  errors  assigned  hinge  on  this  one 
proposition.  Judgment  affirmed, 

Mr.  Wirt  Dexter  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  AUan  C  Story  and  Mr.  Robert  Hervey  for  defendant  in  error. 


WHITE  V.  UNITED  STATES. 

APPEAL   FROM   THE   COURT   OF   CLAIMS. 
No.  82.    Argaed  November  29, 1880.  —  Decided  December  18, 1880. 

When  a  charter  party  provides  that  the  hirer  of  the  vessel  need  not  make 
good  any  loss  arising  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear,  a  finding  by  the  coart 
that  repairs  sned  for  resulted  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear  is  a  bar  to 
recovery. 

Money  paid  to  a  person  on  a  vessel  chartered  to  the  government  by  the 
owner  of  the  vessel  cannot  be  recovered  from  the  United  States  unless 
aathorized  by  them. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  Court  of  Claims  has  found  expressly  that  the  condition  of 
the  vessel  (when  she  was  discharged  from  the  charter^  which  made 
the  repairs  sued  for  necessary)  resulted  from  the  ordinary  wear 
and  tear  of  the  service  in  which  she  was  engaged  under  the  charter 
party.  This  is  conclusive  against  any  recovery  for  these  repairs. 
It  was  expressly  provided  in  the  charter  party,  that  the  govern- 
ment need  not  make  good  any  loss  arising  from  ordinary  wear  and 
tear.  Although,  if  this  one  fact  had  been  omitted  from  the  find- 
ings, a  different  judgment  might  with  more  propriety  have  been 
contended  for,  with  it  found,  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  court 
below  was  unavoidable. 

This  finding  is  not  inconsistent  with  anything  else  that  appears 
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in  the  case.  The  vessel  was  sent  up  the  Ashepoo  Biver  as  a 
transport.  She  did  Lmd,  under  the  orders  of  the  general  in  com* 
mand  of  the  expedition,  at  a  place  selected  by  him  against  the 
objection  of  the  master  put  in  charge  of  her  navigation  bj  her 
owner,  and  she  did  ground  and  was  badly  strained  while  at  the 
landing,  but  it  is  nowhere  found  that  she  would  have  grounded,  or 
that  she  would  have  been  unusually  strained,  if  the  master  had 
obeyed  the  further  order  of  the  general  and  moved  her  away  from 
the  shore  into  the  stream  after  the  troops  and  horses  were  off. 
Certainly  the  government  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  losses 
arising  from  a  disobedience  by  the  master  of  the  orders  of  a  military 
officer  in  command  of  any  expedition  on  which  she  was  properly 
sent  under  her  charter.  She  was  chartered  for  war  service  and 
bound  accordingly.  If  loss  happened  from  a  '^  war  risk,''  that  is  to 
say,  if  the  war  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss,  the  damage 
was  to  be  made  good  by  the  government;  but  if  it  was  caused  by 
the  refusal  of  the  master  to  obey  those  in  command  of  a  militazy 
expedition  to  which  the  vessel  was  attached,  the  neglect  of  the 
master  and  not  the  war  would  be  the  proximate  cause.  This 
neglect  of  the  master  was  a  marine  risk  which  the  owner  assumed. 
Damages  arising  from  such  a  risk  the  owner  was  bound  to  repair 
under  his  covenant  to  keep  and  maintain  the  vessel  tight,  staunch 
and  strong  during  the  continuance  of  the  charter.  The  findings, 
taken  as  a  whole,  are  to  be  construed  as  meaning  that  the  repairs 
put  on  the  vessel  after  she  was  discharged  from  service  were  not 
rendered  necessary  by  any  of  the  risks  assumed  by  the  government 
under  the  charter. 

What  has  thus  been  said  is  applicable  also  to  the  claim  for 
deductions  from  the  pay  of  the  vessel  during  the  month  of  August, 
1864,  for  lost  time  and  repairs  after  her  return  from  the  Ashepoo 
Kiver.  The  charter  expressly  provided  that  time  lost  in  conse- 
quence of  any  breach  of  the  covenants  by  the  owner  should  not  be 
paid  for,  and  the  court  below  in  effect  found  that  the  damages 
repaired  were  caused  by  the  neglect  of  the  master  to  move  the  vessel 
out  into  the  stream  after  the  landing  had  been  completed.  No 
complaint  is  made  in  the  petition  of  the  amount  of  the  charge. 
The  right  to  recover  is  put  entirely  on  the  ground  that  the  damages 
were  such  as  the  government  was  bound  to  repair,  and,  therefore^ 
that  the  repairs  were  not  chargeable  against  the  owner.  In  the 
petition  the  quartermaster's  and  commissary's  stores  are  included 
as  part  of  the  costs  of  the  repairs,  which  was,  no  doubts  in  accord- 
ance with  the  facts. 
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The  money  paid  to  Cannon  for  his  services  on  board  the  vessel 
cannot  be  recovered  from  the  United  States.  The  claim  was  made 
by  Gannon  against  the  owner  and  not  by  the  United  States.  It 
was  voluntarily  paid,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts.  It 
may  be  that  the  payment  was  made  to  avoid  a  controversy  with 
the  United  States,  but  that  furnishes  no  ground  of  recovery. 
Silliman  v.  United  States,  101  U.  S.  465. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed, 

Mr,  John  J.  Weed  and  Mr,  M,  H,  Carpenter  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Attorney  Chneral  and  Mr.  AssistarU  Attorney  General  Smith 
for  appellee. 


McLaughlin  v.  fowler, 
same  v.  thorpe. 

ERROR    TO    THE    SUPREME    COURT    OF    THE    STATE    OF    CALIFORNIA. 
Nob.  04  and  95.    Argaad  Deoember  2, 1880. —Decided  December  13, 1880. 

In  cases  broDght  here  from  state  courts  this  court  can  only  look  beyond 
the  Federal  question  when  that  has  been  decided  erroneously. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  only  Federal  question  in  these  cases  is  whether  the  patents 
to  the  Western  Railroad  Company  for  lands  within  the  limits  of 
the  Moquelomnes  grant  are  valid.  If  that  question  was  not  decided 
by  the  court  below  we  have  no  jurisdiction;  if  it  was,  the  judg- 
ment was  right,  because  in  accordance  with  NewhaXL  v.  Sanger,  92 
U.  S.  761,  brought  here  in  1875  for  the  determination  of  the  same 
identical  question.  Such  being  the  case  the  judgment  must  be 
affirmed.  We  can  only  look  beyond  the  Federal  question  when  that 
has  been  decided  erroneously,  and  then  only  to  see  whether  there 
are  any  other  matters  or  issues  adjudged  by  the  state  court 
sufficiently  broad  to  maintain  the  judgment,  notwithstanding  the 
error  in  the  decision  of  the  FederjJ  question.  Murdoch  v.  Mem- 
phis, 20^  2l\.  mi. 

The  judgment  in  each  of  these  cases  is  affirmed  on  the  authority  of 
NewhaU  v.  Sanger. 

Mr.  Henry  Wise  Oamett  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Ko  appearance  for  defendants  in  error. 
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RICHMOND  MINING  CO.  v,  EUREKA  MINING  CO. 
SAME  V.   SAME. 

▲PPBAL8    FBOM   THE   CIRCUIT   COURT   OF   THE  UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE   DISTRICT    OF   NEVADA. 
Nob.  116  and  117.    Argued  March  25  and  80, 1881.  —  Decided  April  25, 1881. 
Bichmond  Mining  Co.  ▼.  Eureka  Mining  Co.,  103  U.  S.  889,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

These  are  suits  in  equity  and  are  dependent  on  the  suit  in 
ejectment  between  the  same  parties  which  has  just  been  decided. 

The  decrees  of  the  Circuit  Court  are  affirmed  for  the  reasons 
stated  in  the  opinion  filed  in  that  case.  Affirmed. 

Mr. .  Thomas  Wren,  Mr.  F,  PhUlipa  and  Mr.  8.  M.  WUson  for 
appellant. 

Mr.  T.  T.  Crittenden  and  Mr.  Harry  L  TkonUon  for  appellee. 


WHITNEY   V.    FIRST    NAT.    BANK    OF    BRATTLEBORO. 

ERROR   TO   the   SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   STATE   OF   VERMONT. 
No.  125.    Argued  December  8, 1880.  —  Decided  December  20, 1880. 
National  Bank  y.  Oraham,  100  U.  S.  699,  foUowed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  case  is  clearly  settled  by  that  of  National  Bank  v.  Oraham, 
100  U.  S.  699.  The  identical  question  there  decided  is  presented 
by  the  record,  and  we  have  no  doubt  it  was  the  only  question  con- 
sidered by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State.  We  certainly  cannot 
say,  from  anything  that  appears  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  there 
might  not  have  been  enough  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  trial  in 
the  lower  court  to  make  it  necessary  to  send  the  case  to  the  jury. 
There  is  nothing  whatever  in  the  record  to  indicate  that  the  posi- 
tive instruction  to  the  jury  to  bring  in  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
below  was  based  on  anything  else  than  a  ruling  that,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  a  national  bank  was  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  special 
deposits. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded  with  instruc- 
tions to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  coimty  court,  and  award  a 
venire  de  novo.  Reversed. 

Mr,  Charles  N.  Davenport  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Phelps  for  defendant  in  error. 
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BENTON   COUNTY  v.  ROLLENS. 

ERROR   TO   THE   CIRCUIT   COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 

WESTERN   DISTRICT   OF  MISSOURI. 

No.  147.    Argued  Deoember  16, 1880.  —  Decided  December  20, 1880. 

Scotland  County  v.  Thomas^  94  (J.  S.  6S2,  and  Schuyler  County  t.  Thomas, 
98  U.  S.  169,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  judgment  is  affirmed  on  the  authority  of  Scotland  County 
V.  Thomas,  94  U.  S.  682,  and  Schuyler  County  v.  Thomas,  98  U.  S. 
169.  Under  the  rulings  in  those  cases  the  amendment  to  the 
charter  of  the  Osage  Valley  and  Southern  Kansas  Railroad  Com- 
pany adopted  in  1871,  and  changing  somewhat  the  route  of  the 
road,  did  not  extinguish  the  power  granted  to  counties  by  the  origi. 
nal  charter  to  subscribe  to  the  stock  of  the  company.  The  amend- 
ment was  not  a  new  charter,  but  an  alteration  of  the  old  one  in  a 
way  which  left  the  power  to  subscribe  in  full  force.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  T,  T.  Crittenden  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  John  D.  Stevenson  and  Mr.  J.  B.  Henderson  for  defendants 
in  error.  

SEWARD  V.  COMEAU. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OP    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 

THE   DISTRICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 

No.  S40.    Sobmltted  Much  8, 1881. — Decided  March  21, 1881. 

Affirmed  on  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

We  think  the  court  below  was  right  in  dissolving  the  injunction 
which  had  been  obtained  in  the  state  court  and  dismissing  the  bill. 
There  cannot  be  a  doubt  from  the  evidence  that  the  Magenta 
plantation  contains  in  fact  the  full  quantity  of  land  which  was 
guaranteed,  and  that  the  deficiency,  if  there  is  any,  arises  from  a 
mistake  in  the  description  of  one  of  the  parcels  intended  to  be 
conveyed.  The  grantee  was  put  in  actual  possession  of  the  whole 
plantation,  and  he,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  have  never  been 
disturbed  since.  No  person  has  ever  set  up  any  adverse  claim 
whatever,  either  to  the  possession  or  the  title.  The  complainants 
have  shown  no  reason  to  fear  that  they  will  ever  be  disquieted, 
and  certainly  they  have  not  proven  that  they  were  in  danger  of 
eviction.    They  have  never  asked  a  correction  of  the  mistake  in 


666  APPENDIX. 

the  description,  if  any  there  is,  and  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that 
the  language  of  the  whole  deed  does  not  really  embrace  what  it  is 
claimed  has  been  omitted. 

What  we  have  thus  said  applies  to  all  the  alleged  defects  in  the 
title.  No  adverse  claim  has  been  set  up  by  any  one,  and,  so  far  as 
anything  appears,  there  is  no  danger  whatever  that  the  complain- 
ants will  be  disturbed  in  their  possession,  either  because  patents 
have  not  been  issued,  or  because  Mrs.  Delhommer  was  not  author- 
ized  by  the  court  to  obtain  a  judicial  separation  of  property. 

The  fact  that  the  sheriff  advertised  to  sell  in  parcels,  presents 
no  ground  for  an  injunction.  As  the  injunction  granted  by  the 
state  court  has  been  dissolved,  and  the  bill  dismissed,  we  need 
not  inquire  whether  the  proceeding  by  executory  process  in  the 
state  court  was  removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  or  not.  The  parties 
may  now  proceed  with  the  execution  of  that  process  in  such  manner 
as  they  shall  be  advised  is  proper.  The  appellants  cannot  object 
to  such  removal  as  was  actually  effected  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
because  it  was  brought  about  on  their  application.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  H,  N,  Ogden  for  appellants. 

Mr.  E.  T.  Merrick  and  Mr.  O.  W.  Race  for  appellees. 


WIGHT  V.  CONDICT. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE  SOUTHERN   DISTRICT   OF   NEW   YORK. 
No.  280.    Argnad  April  22, 1881.  —  Decldod  ICay  2,  1881. 

Members  of  a  limited  partnership  purchased  and  paid  for  the  interest  of 
one  of  the  members.  Snbseqnently  the  remaining  members  became 
bankrupt  Held^  that  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  had  no  claim  tgainst 
the  outgoing  partner  as  a  debtor  by  reason  of  this  transaction. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  announced  the  judgment  of  the  cooit. 

The  decree  in  this  case  is  affirmed.  There  can  be  no  pretence 
that  Condict  owed  the  bankrupts  anything.  They  bought  his 
interest  in  the  limited  partnership  of  which  he  was  once  a  member 
and  paid  him  for  it.  If  the  creditors  of  that  partnership  have  any 
just  claims  against  him  on  account  of  what  has  been  done,  they 
must  proceed  as  they  may  be  advised  to  enforce  their  rights,  but 
the  assignee  of  the  bankrupts  is  in  no  respect  their  representative 
for  that  purpose.  He  can  reduce  to  his  possession  whatever  is 
owing  to  the  bankrupts  and  also  what  they  have  disposed  of  in 
fraud  of  the  bankrupt  law;  but  Condict  was  not  their  debtor  when 
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the  bankruptcy  occurred,  and  there  is  no  allegation  that  what  they 
did  in  respect  to  his  interest  in  the  limited  partnership  was  for- 
bidden by  the  bankrupt  law. 

Mr.  John  E,  Risley  and  Mr.  Daniel  S,  Riddle  for  appellant. 

Mr.  William  P.  Cliambers  for  appellee. 


FRANCE  V.  MISSOURI. 

EBBOB  TO   THE   SUPBEME  GOUBT   OF   THE  STATE   OF   MISSOUBI. 
No.  916.    Bnbmitied  October  18, 1880.  —  Decided  October  25, 1880. 

No  Federal  question  is  raised  in  this  case. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  was  a  proceeding  by  qrio  warranto  to  exclude  the  plaintiffs 
in  error,  who  were  the  defendants  below,  from  the  further  use  of 
the  franchises  of  a  lottery,  known  as  the  Missouri  State  Lottery,  on 
the  ground  that  the  eyent  had  happened  which  fixed  the  period  for 
the  termination  of  the  grant  under  which  they  were  acting.  This 
was  in  legal  effect  all  that  the  petition  contained.  The  defend- 
ants in  their  answer  conceded  that  their  grant  was  to  terminate  on 
the  happening  of  a  certain  eventy  but  insisted  that  this  event  had 
not  yet  taken  place,  because  they  had  for  a  time  been  prevented 
from  carrying  on  their  business  by  judicial  proceedings  against 
them  in  the  courts  of  the  State.  This  presented  the  -only  ques- 
tion in  the  case.  It  was  agreed  by  both  parties  that  the  grant  or 
contract  under  which  the  defendants  claimed  was  valid  and  bind- 
ing on  the  State  and  that  the  grant  was  not  limited  to  an  arbitrary 
period,  but  to  the  happening  of  a  particular  event.  All  these 
questions  had  long  before  been  decided  by  the  highest  court  of  the 
State,  and  there  was  no  attempt  to  overturn  or  modify  the  deci- 
sions. No  claim  was  made  under  any  of  the  statutes  of  the  State 
passed  for  the  suppression  of  lotteries,  and  the  single  question  put 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  for  determination  was,  whether 
the  event  had  in  fact  happened  which  all  agreed  was  to  terminate 
the  franchise.  The  court  decided  that  it  had,  and  gave  judgment 
accordingly.  No  effect  whatever  was  given  to  any  law  of  the 
State  impairing  the  obligations  of  the  grant.  Nothing  was  done 
but  to  decide  that  upon  the  evidence  the  grant  had  expired  by  its 
own  limitation.  The  contracts  as  presented  and  agreed  on  by  both 
parties  were  construed  and  full  effect  given  to  all  the  obligations 
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they  were  found  to  contain.     No  Federal  question  was  raised  or 
decided.  The  motion  to  dismiss  is,  therefore,  granted, 

Mr.  C.  R.  Krum  and  Mr,  Wm.  0.  BaJteman  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr,  Leverett  Bell  for  defendant  in  error. 


GREEN  V.  FISK. 

APPEAL    FBOM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OP    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE   DISTRICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 

No.  965.    Submitted  March  21,1881 .  —  D«dded  April  4, 1881. 

Green  v.  Fisk,  103  U.  S.  618,  followed. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This,  like  Gh^en  v.  Fisk,  just  decided,  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  an 
appeal  in  a  partition  suit,  because  the  decree  appealed  from  is 
not  final,  and  also,  because  the  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute  does 
not  exceed  five  thousand  dollars.  The  appellees,  complainants 
below,  claim  to  be  the  owners  each  of  one-eighth  of  the  property  to 
be  divided,  which  it  is  admitted  is  worth  only  ten  thousand  dol- 
lars. In  the  petition  it  is  alleged  that  the  value  of  the  annual 
income  was  five  thousand  dollars,  and  an  account  of  the  revenue  is 
asked  as  well  as  a  partition.  This  suit,  like  the  other,  was  begun 
in  a  state  court,  and  removed  by  Green  to  the  Circuit  Court, 
where,  by  an  express  order,  it  was  put  on  the  equity  docket  and  a 
change  in  the  pleadings  directed  so  as  to  make  it  conform  to  rules 
governing  equity  cases. 

The  decree  appealed  from  simply  adjudges  that  the  appellees 
are  the  owners  each  of  one-eighth  the  property,  and  refers  the 
matter  "to  J.  W.  Gurley,  Esq.,  master,  to  proceed  to  a  partition 
according  to  law,  under  the  directions  of  the  court."  As  was  de- 
cided in  the  other  case,  this  is  not  a  final  decree,  but  if  it  was  we 
would  be  without  jurisdiction,  because  the  property  only  has  been 
adjudged  to  the  appellees,  and  the  value  of  that  is  less  than  the 
amount  required  to  bring  a  case  here.  There  has  been  no  order 
even  for  an  accounting,  and  as  yet  we  are  not  advised  there  ever 
will  be  one,  much  less  that  if  it  should  be  made  a  balance  would 
be  found  due  from  the  appellant  sufficient  to  make  the  value  of 
the  matter  in  dispute  on  an  appeal  by  him  such  as  our  jurisdiction 
requires.  As  the  appellant  to  sustain  his  appeal  must  show 
affirmatively  that  more  in  pecuniary  value  than  our  jurisdictional 
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requirement  has  been  adjudged  against  Mm,  he  has  failed  to  make 
a  case  for  us  to  consider.  The  motion  to  dismiss  is  granted, 

Mr.   Thomas  J.  Durant  and  Mr.   Charles   W.  Homor  for  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Thomas  J.  Semmes  opposing. 


HEARST  V.  HALLIGAK 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT   COURT    OF    THE   UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE  EASTERN   DISTRICT    OF   MISSOURI. 
No.  8.    Sabmitted  NoTember  14, 1881.  —  Decided  December  b,  1881. 
Affirmed  on  the  facts. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

A  very  thorough  examination  of  the  record  and  the  printed  argu- 
ments in  this  case  fails  to  disclose  any  difficult  question  of  fact 
or  of  law.  We  are  entirely  satisfied  with  the  conclusions  reached 
by  the  Circuit  Judge,  and  with  the  reasons  given  in  support  thereof. 
All  the  relief  to  which  the  appellant  was  entitled,  under  the  evi- 
dence, was  accorded  to  him  by  the  final  decree.  We  are  not  sure 
but  that  the  court  might  have  gone  farther,  and  adjudged  that,  as 
to  a  material  portion  of  appellant's  cause  of  action,  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  Missouri  constituted  a  complete  defence. 

No  further  opinion  will  be  delivered.  The  decree  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Jacob  Klein,  Mr.  Samuel  Knox  and  Mr.  W.  M.  Stewart  for 
appellant. 

Mr.  T.  W.  B.  Crews  for  appellees. 


PRICE  V.  KELLY. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE   CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE   UNITED    STATES    FOR 
THE   DISTRICT   OF   MINNESOTA. 
No.  18.    Bobmltted  October  12, 1881.  —  Decided  October  25, 1881. 
Affirmed  on  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  is  very  imperfectly  presented.  No  one  appears  for 
the  appellee,  and  the  record  is  incomplete.  The  bill  charges  the 
appellee  with  an  infringement  of  certain  letters  patent  issued  to 
and  owned  by  the  appellant.  The  answer  attacks  the  validity  of 
the  patent^  and  denies  the  infringement.     The  court  below^  with- 
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out  passing  on  the  other  questions,  held  there  was  no  infringe- 
ment.  The  appellee  evidently  claimed  under  a  patent  to  himself, 
which,  with  the  accompanying  drawings  and  certain  models,  was 
in  evidence.  This  evidence  is  not  before  us.  Neither  the  patent 
nor  the  drawings  are  in  the  record,  and  the  models  have  not  been 
brought  up.  Nor  have  we  been  able  to  find  anywhere  in  the 
record  a  satisfactory  description  of  the  structure  which  the  appellee 
uses.  The  burden  of  proving  the  infringement  is  on  the  appel- 
lant. The  necessary  proof  in  this  respect  has  not  been  made,  and 
the  decree  below  is  consequently  Affirmed, 

Mr.  J.  J.  Noah  and  Mr,  C.  K,  Davis  for  appellant. 

No  appearance  for  appellee. 


ROBERTS  V.  B0LLE8. 

ERROR  TO   THE  CIRCUIT   COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES   FOR    THE 
NORTHERN    DISTRICT   OF   ILLINOIS. 
No.  48.    Sabmltted  October  90, 1881.  — DMided  October  85, 1881. 
Roberts  v.  BoUes,  101  U.  S.  119,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  is  affirmed  on  the  authority  of 
Roberts  v.  JBoUes,  101  U.  S.  119,  which  we  see  no  reason  for  recon- 
sidering. Affirmed. 

Mr.  Andrew  J.  Bell  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  George  0.  Ide  for  defendants  in  error. 


GLOVER  V.  LOVE. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB 
THE  EASTERN   DISTRICT   OF   MISSOURI. 
No.  82.    Sabmltted  October  28, 1881. — Dedded  November  7, 188L 
Affirmed  on  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
We  have  carefully  examined  all  the  testimony  in  this  case,  and 
are  satisfied  with  the  decree  below.  It  is  abundantly  proven 
that  the  stock  which  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  now  seeks  to  reach, 
never  was  in  equity  the  property  of  the  bankrupt.  Unless  all  the 
testimony  is  to  be  disbelieved,  the  original  purchases  were  made 
honestly  and  in  good  faith  with  the  proceeds  of  the  separate 
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estate  of  the  wife,  and  years  before  the  bankrupt  became  involved 
in  the  liabilities  which  caused  his  failure. 

The  decree  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  John  R.  Shepley  and  Mr.  8.  T.  Glover  for  plaintifE  in  error. 

Mr.  J.  E.  McKeighan  toi  defendants  in  error. 


LEVY  V.  DANGEL. 

ERROR  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  TERRITORY  OF  IDAHO. 

Ko.  72.    Sobmlttad  NoTember  4, 1881. — Decided  Norember  .14, 1881. 
Bailway  Co.  v.  Heck,  102  U.  8.  120,  foUowed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  is  affirmed.  The  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  was  properly  overruled,  and  we  cannot  consider  the 
questions  presented  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  Railway  Co. 
V.  Heck,  102  U.  S.  120. 

Mr.  Fillmore  BeaXL  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Oeorge  Ainalie  for  defendant  in  error. 


CONTINENTAL  BANK  NOTE  CO.  v.    UNITED  STATES. 

APPEAL   FROM   THE   COURT   OF   CLAIMS. 
No.  216.    Argued  March  8  and  7, 1882.  —  Decided  March  20, 1882. 

A  contract  with  the  United  States  for  the  delivery  of  postage  stamps  to  it  « 
constmed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  appellant  by  its  several  contracts  sued  on  was  bound  to  fur- 
nish the  Post-office  Department  all  the  adhesive  postage  stamps 
that  might  be  required  during  a  period  ending  on  the  30th  day  of 
April,  1877.  As  part  of  the  several  contracts,  also,  it  bound  it- 
self to  keep  on  hand  at  all  times  a  stock  of  the  several  denomina- 
tions of  stamps  sufficient  to  meet  all  the  orders  of  the  Department, 
and  to  provide  against  any  and  all  coiitingencies  likely  to  occur, 
so  that  each  and  every  order  might  be  promptly  filled.  For  this 
the  United  States  agreed  to  pay  at  the  stipulated  prices  for  all 
stamps  delivered,  and  by  express  stipulation  this  was  to  be  "  full 
compensation  for  everything  required  to  be  done  or  furnished 
under "  the  contracts.  Deliveries  were  to  be  made  at  the  post- 
office  in  New  York,  or  the  Department  in  Washington.  From  this 
it  is  apparent  there  was  no  liability  on  the  part  of  the  United 
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States  to  pay  until  —  1,  there  had  been  a  requisition  by  the  Depart- 
ment; and  2,  a  delivery  in  conformity  with  what  was  required- 
The  oontracts  were  limited  to  a  fixed  period.  The  United  States 
were  neither  bound  to  order  nor  the  appellant  to  deliver  after  the 
end  of  the  term.  Although  the  stock  on  hand  was  manufactured 
and  stored  under  the  supervision  of  an  agent  of  the  Department,  it 
remained  the  property  of  the  appellant  until  delivered  under  the 
contracts.  The  inspection  and  supervision  of  the  agent  during 
the  manufacture  and  storage  were  to  guard  against  losses  and 
frauds,  and  to  insure  promptness  in  delivery.  The  ownership  was 
not  changed  until  the  delivery  which  the  contracts  provided  for 
was  complete.  If  loss  occurred  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the 
United  States  to  call  for  the  whole  stock  on  hand  before  the  end 
of  the  term,  it  was  compensated  for  in  the  payment  for  what  was 
delivered.     Such  was  the  express  agreement  of  the  parties. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed, 

Mr.  John  R,  Dos  Passos  and  Mr.  WiUiam  McMlchael  for  ap- 
pellant. 

Mr.  Attorney  OenercU  and  Mr.  Solicitor  General  for  appellee. 


BONNIFIELD  v.  PRICE. 

ERROR  TO  THE  SUPREME   COURT   OF   THE   TERRITORY    OF   WYOMING. 
No.  230.    Submitted  March  16, 1882.  —  Decided  March  27,  1882. 
'  Hecht  V.  Boughton,  105  U.  S.  236,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  bring  here  for  review  a  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Wyoming  in  a  case  where 
the  trial  was  not  by  jury.  It  is  therefore  dismissed  on  the  author- 
ity of  Heckt  V.  BougJUon,  105  U.  S.  236,  decided  at  the  present 
term.  The  appropriate  remedy  in  this  case,  under  the  act  of 
April  7,  1874,  ch.  80,  Sup.  Rev.  Stat.  12,  was  by  appeal. 

Bat  if  we  could  treat  this  writ  of  error  as  an  appeal,  the  case  is 
in  no  condition  for  examination  here,  because  there  is  no  such 
statement  of  facts  in  the  record  as  the  law  requires.  The  bill  of 
exceptions  taken  in  the  District  Court  contains  all  the  evidence, 
and  as  the  Supreme  Court  directed  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  it  is  clear  that  court  passed  on  other  questions  than 
such  as  were  presented  on  the  rulings  in  the  admission  of  evi- 
dence.    Under  these  circumstances  a  statement  of  facts  sach  as 
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the  statute  requires  is  necessary  to  enable  us  to  reexamine  the 
case.  The  writ  i8  dismissed. 

Mr.  John  W.  Hammond,  Mr.  C.  N.  Potter  and  Mr.  E.  P.  John- 
son for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Oeorge  F.  Price  for  defendant  in  error. 


MELLON  V.   DELAWAEE,  LACKAWANNA  AND 
WESTERN  RAILROAD  CO. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE   CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    X7NITED    STATES    FOR 
THE  WESTERN   DISTRICT   OF   PENNSYLVANIA. 
No.  244.    SabmittMl  Hareb  24, 1882.  ^  Decided  April  8, 1882. 

The  burden  of  proving  this  case  is  on  the  appellant,  but  the  weight  of  the 
evidence  is  with  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Woods  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  bill  charged  infringement  of  letters  patent,  dated  October  2, 
1866,  granted  to  Edward  Mellon,  one  of  the  complainants,  for  an 
improvement  in  the  mode  of  attaching  tires  to  wheels  of  locomo- 
tives. Mellon  had  assigned  a  one-half  interest  in  his  letters  patent 
to  William  Matthews  and  they  two  were  joined  as  complainants. 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  while  Mellon  was  the  sole  owner  of 
the  patent,  to  wit:  on  May  15,  1867,  he  had,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration granted  a  license  in  writing  to  the  defendant  for  the  full 
term  of  the  patent  to  use  the  improvement  described  therein  upon 
all  its  locomotives,  locomotive  tires  and  wheels. 

The  complainants  took  issue  on  this  plea.  The  Circuit  Court 
heard  the  cause  upon  the  pleadings  and  evidence  and  dismissed  the 
bill.  The  appeal  of  the  complainants  has  brought  up  the  case  for 
our  consideration. 

To  support  the  issue  on  its  part  the  defendant  produced  a  license 
in  writing,  signed  and  sealed  by  Mellon,  dated  May  15,  1867, 
which,  its  execution  being  admitted  by  Mellon,  proved  every 
allegation  of  the  plea. 

The  appellants  asserted,  however,  that  the  license  had  been 
delivered  as  an  escrow  to  John  Brisbin,  the  president  of  the 
appellee,  in  order  that  he  might  present  it  at  the  next  meeting  of 
the  board  of  directors  of  the  company,  and  if  the  board  consented 
to  pay  and  did  pay  thirty-five  hundred  dollars  for  the  license,  it 
was ^ to  take  effect,  otherwise  not;  and  that  nothing  whatever  had 
been  paid  for  it.  The  appellee  denied  this,  and  asserted  that  the 
delivery  was  upon  a  valuable  consideration  received  by  Mellon,  was 
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absolute  and  without  condition  or  refeience  to  any  fatore  con- 
tingency. 

As  the  license  is  in  the  possession  of  appellee  and  is  produced 
by  it  on  the  trial,  and  on  its  face  is  absolute  and  without  any  limi- 
tation or  condition,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  appellants  to 
show  that  it  was  delivered  as  an  escrow. 

The  only  evidence  to  maintain  their  side  of  the  controversy  is  in 
the  deposition  of  Mellon.  On  the  part  of  the  appellee  is  the  testi- 
mony of  Brisbin,  its  president,  to  whom  the  license  was  delivered. 
His  deposition  contains  a  direct  and  explicit  denial  of  the  testi- 
mony of  Mellon  in  reference  to  the  delivery  of  the  license,  and  he 
is  corroborated  by  the  evidence  of  another  witness,  who  was  super- 
intendent of  the  rolling  stock  of  the  appellee  at  the  time  the 
license  was  delivered. 

The  case  turns  upon  a  single  question  of  fact.  The  burden  of 
proving  that  fact  is  on  the  appellants,  but  the  weight  of  the 
evidence  is  with  the  appellee. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  dismissing  the  bill  was  right, 
and  must  be  Affirmed. 

Mr,  Hector  T.  Fenton  and  Mr.  Furman  SJieppard  for  appellants. 

No  appearance  for  appellee. 


UNITED  STATES  u   CANDA. 

A  CERTIFICATE  OF  DIVISION  IK  OPINION  FBOM  THE  CIBCUIT 
COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR  THE  EASTERN  DISTRICT 
OF  MISSOURI. 

No.  S67.    Babmltted  April  8, 18S2.  ~  Decided  April  10, 1882. 

United  States  v.  Rosenhurgh,  7  Wall.  580,  and  United  States  y,  Averif,  13 
WalL  251,  followed. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  comes  here  on  a  certificate  of  division  as  to  questions 
arising  on  a  motion  to  quash  an  information,  and  must  be  dismissed 
for  want  of  jurisdiction,  on  the  authority  of  United  States  v.  Eosen- 
burgh,  7  Wall.  580,  and  UnUed  Slates  v.  Avery,  13  Wall.  251.  It 
is  consequently  so  ordered.  Dismissed. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  Solicitor  General  for  plaintiff. 

No  appearance  for  defendants. 
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UPTON  V.  MASON. 

KBBOB   TO   THE   8UPBEME   COURT   OF   THE  TERRITORY  OF  WYOMING. 

No.  202.    Submitted  April  8, 1882. — Decided  April  10, 1882. 
Hecht  T.  Boughtouy  105  U.  S.  235,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  suit  is  dismissed  on  the  authority  of  Hecht  v.  Boughton, 
No.  912,  of  this  term,  105  U.  S.  235.  The  remedy  is  by  appeal 
instead  of  a  writ  of  error.  Affirmed, 

Mr.  Homer  Cook  and  Mr.  E.  P,  Johnson  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Mann  for  defendant  in  error. 


UPTON  V.   STEELE. 

error  to   the   supreme   court  of   the  territory  of  WYOMING. 

No.  263.    Sabmltted  April  3, 1882.  —  Decided  April  10, 1882. 
Hecht  y.  Boughton,  105  U.  8.  285,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  suit  is  dismissed  on  the  authority  of  Hecht  v.  Boughton, 
No.  912,  of  the  present  term,  105  U.  S.  235.  As  there  was  no 
trial  by  jury,  the  case  should  have  been  brought  here  by  appeal 
instead  of  a  writ  of  error.  Dismissed. 

Mr,  Hom£r  Cook  and  Mr.  Edward  P.  Johnson  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr.  WiUiam  R.  Steele  in  person. 


RALLS    COUNTY    COURT    v.    UNITED    STATES    ex    ret. 

GEORGE. 

ERROR   TO   THE   CIRCUIT   COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOR    THE 
EASTERN   DISTRICT   OF   MISSOURI. 

No.  278.    Argued  and  submitted  April  18, 1882.  —  Decided  May  8, 1882. 

Balls  County  Court  v.  United  States,  105  U.  S.  738,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  judgment  is  affirmed  on  the  authority  of  County  Court  of 

EaUs  County  v.  The  United  States  ex  rel.  Douglass,  105  U.  S.  733, 
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just  decided,  from  which  it  cannot  be  distinguished.     The  cause 
is  remanded,  with  an  order  like  that  in  No.  277. 

Mr.  H,  A.  OunningJiam  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  J,  JET.  OveraU  for  defendant  in  error. 


UNITED  STATES  u  BARNETT. 

APPEAL   FROM   THE   COURT   OF   CLAIMS. 
No.  Ml.    Argaed  Jaaaary  18, 1882. — I>ecld6d  March  0, 188S. 
United  States  v.  Kaufimn,  96  U.  S.  667,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  judgment  is  afi&rmed  on  the  authority  of  United  SUUe»  v. 
Kaufman,  96  U.  S.  667,  from  which  it  cannot  be  distinguished  in 
principle.  Affirmed. 

Mr.  Attorney  Oenerdl  and  Mr.  William  Lawrence  for  appellant. 

Mr.  J.  W.  Douglass  and  Mr.  Charge  L.  Douglass  for  appellees. 


GRAME    V.    MUTUAL    ASSURANCE    SOCIETY   OF 
VIRGINIA. 

GODDIN    V.    MUTUAL    ASSURANCE    SOCIETY    OF 
VIRGINIA. 

error  to  the  supreme  court  of  appeals  of  the  state  of 

virginia. 

No«.  1048  and  1050.    Submitted  November  28, 1881 .  —  Decided  December  12,  USl. 
Steines  t.  Franklin  County,  14  Wall.  15,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
The  motions  for  writs  of  certiorari  are  denied.  A  petition  for  a 
rehearing,  filed  in  the  court  below  after  judgment,  which  has  been 
refused,  is  no  part  of  the  record  to  be  returned  here  with  a  writ  of 
error  for  a  review  of  the  judgment.  Steines  v.  FravMin  County,  14 
Wall.  21. 

The  motions  to  affirm  are  also  denied.  The  further  considera- 
tion of  the  motions  to  dismiss  is  postponed  until  the  causes  come 
up  for  hearing  on  the  merits.  Denied. 

Mr.  W.  B.  Webb  and  Mr,  James  Lyons  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  P.  PhiUips,  Mr.  W.  A.  Maury  and  Mr.  W.  H.  PhiUips  for 
defendant  in  error. 
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THOMPSON  V.  PERRINB. 

BBBOB  TO   THB  GIBGUIT   COUBT   OF    THE    UNITEB    STATES    FOB    THE 
SOUTHEBN   DI8TBICT   OF   NEW   YOBK. 
No.  75.    Argued  Juijuuj  10  and  11, 1888.  —  Decided  January  22, 1888. 
Thompson  v.  Perriney  106  U.  S.  589,  followed. 
Mb.  Justice  Hablan  delivered  the  opinion  of  tlie  court. 
This  case  is  controlled  by  the  decision  just  made  in  case  No.  76 
between  the  same  parties.  The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mr,  F.  N.  Bangs  and  Mr.  Timothy  F.  Bi^ush  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  William  M.  Evarts,  Mr.  James  K.  HUX  and  Mr.  H.  T.  Wing 
for  defendant  in  error. 

KAHN  V.  HAMILTON. 

EBBOB  TO  THE  SUPBEME  COUBT  OF  THB  TEBBITOBY  OF  UTAH. 

No.  149.    Sobmitted  November  1, 1882.  —  Decided  November  18, 1882. 
Hecht  V.  Boughton,  106  U.  S.  236,  followed. 

Mb.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  writ  of  error  is  dismissed  upon  the  authority  of  Hecht  v. 
Boughton,  105  U.  S.  235.  The  case  is  in  all  respects  like  that  of 
Woolf  V.  Hamilton,  just  decided.  Dismissed. 

Mr.  J.  R.  McBride  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Mr.  S.  A.  Merritt  for  defendants  in  error. 


BADGER  V.   RANLETT. 

EBBOB  TO  THE  OIBCUIT   COUBT    OF    THE   UNITED    STATES    FOB    THE 

EASTEBN   DISTBICT   OF   LOUISIANA. 

No.  687.    Sabmitted  November  27, 1882. — Decided  December  11, 1882. 

Badger  v.  BanleU,  106  U.  S.  266,  followed. 

Mb.  Justice  Blatchfobd  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  questions  presented  in  this  case  are  the  same  as  those  in  the 

other  suit  between  the  same  parties,  decided  herewith,  and  for  the 

reasons  assigned  in  the  opinion  in  that  case  the  judgment  in  this 

case  is  Affirmed. 

Mr.  Attorney  GfeneraZ  and  Mr.  Solicitor  Oenerai  Phillips  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  W.  W.  Howe  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Kennard  for  the  defendants  in 
error. 
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CHICAGO  &  ALTON  RAILROAD  v.  WIGGINS  FERRY  CO. 

EKBOR   TO   THE  CIRCUIT    COURT   OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOB   THE 
EASTERN   DISTRICT   OF   MISSOURI. 
No.  889.    Sabmltted  January  8, 1883.  —  Decided  Jannaiy  S9, 1888. 
Chicago  A  Alton  Bailroad  v.  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.,  108  U.  8.  18,  followed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  ease  is  in  all  material  respects  like  that  between  the  same 
parties  just  decided,  and  the  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  remanding 
the  case  is  affirmed  for  the  reasons  there  given.  Affirmed, 

Mr.  C.  H,  Knim  and  Mr,  C  BeckwUh  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  S.  T.  Olover  and  Mr,  J.  R,  Sliepley  for  defendant  in  error. 


STEEVER  V.   RICKMAN. 

APPEAL    FROM    THE    CIRCUIT    COURT    OF    THE    UNITED    STATES    FOE 
THE   DISTRICT   OF   KENTUCKY. 
No.  87.    Argued  December  4  and  5, 1888. — Dedded  December  17, 1888. 
Affirmed  on  the  facts. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oouit. 

If  all  that  is  charged  in  this  bill  were  true,  there  could  be  no 
doubt  of  the  right  of  the  appellant  to  the  relief  she  asks,  as  well 
on  account  of  the  actual  as  constructive  fraud  of  the  appellee. 
But  the  answer,  which  is  under  oath,  is  as  emphatic  and  direct  in 
its  denials  as  the  bill  is  in  its  charges.  There  is  no  disputed 
question  of  law.  The  only  controversy  is  as  to  the  facts.  The 
testimony  is  voluminous  and  it  would  serve  no  useful  purpose  to 
discuss  it  in  an  opinion.  It  is  sufficient  so  say  that  we  are  entirely 
satisfied  with  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  Circuit  Court. 

Decree  affirmed, 

Mr.  WiUiam  Stone  AbeH,  Mr.  West  Steever  and  Mr.  Sterling  R 

Toney  for  appellant. 

Mr.  W.  0.  Dodd  for  appellee. 
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ADMIRALTY. 

When  a  vessel,  libelled  for  smuggling  and  for  yiolations  of  the  Chinese 
Exclusion  Act,  la  discharged  on  giving  the  bond  required  by  law,  it 
may  be  again  libelled  in  another  district  for  similar  offences,  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  prior  to  the  offences  charged  in  the  first  libel ; 
but  if  both  suits  proceed  to  judgment,  there  can  be  but  one  forfeiture 
of  the  vesseL     The  Haytian  Republic,  118. 

On  the  31st  day  of  July,  1891,  proceedings  were  commenced  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State  ol  New  York  for  the  voluntary  dissolution 
of  a  Steam  Tow  Boat  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under  the 
laws  of  that  State,  and  an  order  was  made  on  that  day  restraining 
creditors*  from  bringing  action  and  requiring  all  to  show  cause,  on 
the  16th  day  of  November,  1891,  before  a  referee,  why  the  prayer  of 
the  petitioner  should  not  be  granted.  An  order  was  made  at  the 
same  time  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  which  required  him  to 
give  bonds  before  entering  on  the  duties  of  his  office.  On  the  1st 
of  August,  1891,  in  the  forenoon  of  that  day,  these  orders  were  entered 
and  the  papers  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court.  On  the 
afternoon  of  the  same  day,  which  was  Saturday,  and  on  Monday, 
August  3,  libels  in  admiralty  were  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Ifew  York  to  enforce  mari- 
time liens  against  six  of  the  vessels  of  said  Tow  Boat  Company's 

.  fleet  On  the  1st  of  August  the  marshals  for  the  district  seized  and 
took  into  custody  three  of  the  six,  and  on  the  3d  of  August  did  like- 
wise with  the  other  three.  On  the  4th  of  August  the  receiver  filed 
his  official  bond,  duly  approved,  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of 
his  duties.  On  the  same  day  he  went  to  take  possession  of  the  six 
vessels  and  found  them  in  the  custody  of  the  marshaL  Thereupon, 
on  his  motion,  process  issued  against  the  several  libellants,  to  bring 
them  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  where,  after  hearing, 
they  were  enjoined  from  taking  any  further  proceedings  on  their 
libels.  This  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  being  affirmed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  and  the  judgment  of  the  latter  court  being  remitted 
to  the  Supreme  Court  and  entered  there  as  its  judgment,  the  libellants 
sued  out  a  writ  of  error  to  this  court.  Held,  that  the  state  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  in  personam  over  the  libellants  as  holders  of  maritime 
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liens  when  the  libels  were  filed ;  that  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was, 
as  the  case  stood,  one  for  the  District  Court  to  decide  in  the  first 
instance ;  that  the  District  Court  had  jurisdiction ;  and  that  the  judg- 
ment under  review  was  in  effect  an  unlawful  interference  with  pro- 
ceedings in  that  court.    Moran  v.  Sturges,  256. 

d.  Though  courts,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  their  jurisdiction  over 
persons  and  subject-matter,  may  enjoin  parties  who  are  amenable  to 
their  process,  and  subject  to  their  jurisdiction,  from  interference  with 
them  in  respect  of  property  in  their  possession  or  identical  contro- 
versies therein  pending,  by  subsequent  proceedings  as  to  the  same 
parties  and  subject-matter  in  other  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction ; 
and  though,  where  property  is  in  the  actual  possession  of  one  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  such  possession  cannot  be  disturbed  by 
process  out  of  another  court;  yet,  upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  Uiis 
record,  the  District  Court  was  not  required  to  stay  its  hand  until  the 
termination  of  the  proceedings  in  the  state  court,  that  court  being 
without  jurisdiction  as  to  maritime  liens,  and  being  incapable  of  dis- 
placing them.    lb, 

i.  The  District  Court  in  a  libel  in  admiialty  for  collision,  having  adjudged 
both  vessels  to  be  in  fault,  and  only  one  having  appealed,  the  only 
question  here  is  as  to  the  fault  of  the  appealing  vessel ;  and  on  the 
evidence  the  court  holds  it  to  have  been  in  fault.  The  Des  Moinetj 
584. 

5.  On  a  question  purely  of  fact  the  court  finds  the  St.  John  in  fault,  and 

decrees  accordingly.     The  St.  Jokriy  586. 

6.  On  the  facts  detailed  in  the  opinion,  the  court  holds  that  there  wi» 

no  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  libellant.  like  AdeUa^ 
593. 

7.  On  a  review  of  the  facts  it  is  held  that  the  Northfield  was  free  from 

fault  and  the  decree  below  is  affirmed.  Hutchinson  v.  The  Ncrihjldd, 
629. 

8.  By  the  terms  of  a  charter  party  to  the  United  States,  the  owner  of  a 

vessel  undertook  to  keep  her  tight,  staunch,  strong  and  sound,  and 
her  machinery,  boilers  and  everythmg  pertaining  to  her  in  perfect 
working  order,  and  to  provide  her  with  everything  necessary  for  effi- 
cient sesrservice.  The  government  undertook  to  deliver  the  vessel  to 
the  owner  in  New  York  at  the  expiration  of  the  charter  party  in  as 
good  condition  as  she  was  at  the  signing  of  it,  ordinary  wear  and  tear, 
damage  by  the  elements,  bursting  of  boilers,  breaking  of  machinery 
excepted.  The  vessel  was  injured  and  sunk  by  a  marine  risk  assumed 
by  the  charterer  while  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  stores  and 
men  in  the  waters  of  North  Carolina.  She  was  ndsed  and  taken  to 
New  Berne,  where  she  was  temporarily  repaired  by  the  government ; 
but,  being  found  out  of  order,  was  discharged  at  Port  Royal  by  the 
government,  and  taken  to  New  York  by  the  owner.  Held,  that  by 
reason  of  the  failure  of  the  owner  to  keep  the  vessel  tight,  staunch. 
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strong  and  sound,  the  goverHment  was  relieved  from  its  liability 
to  deliver  the  vessel  to  the  owner  in  New  York.     Strong  v.  United 
Statesy  632. 
9.  The  findings  of  fact  by  the  Circuit  Court  in  an  admiralty  suit  are  con- 
clusive upon  this  court.     The  Louisville,  657. 

BANKRUPT. 

1.  The  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  this  case,  directing  an  assignment  to 

the  trustees  in  bankruptcy  of  the  judgment  against  the  oil  company 
on  bills  transferred  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  appellant,  is  affirmed. 
First  National  Bank  of  Cincinnati  v.  Cook,  628. 

2.  A  decree  setting  aside  a  conveyance  by  a  bankrupt  to  his  wife  as 

fraudulent  is  sustained;  but  it  is  also  held  that  a  personal  decree 
against  her  for  rents,  issues  and  profits,  and  for  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises  was  error.     Clark  v.  Beecher,  631. 

3.  On  the  facts  it  is  held  that  the  conveyance  which  is  the  subject  of  dis- 

pute in  this  suit  was  fraudulent  under  the  bankrupt  laws.  Woolfolk 
V.  Nisbet,  650. 

4.  Members  of  a  limited  partnership  purchased  and  paid  for  the  interest 

of  one  of  the  members.    Subsequently  the  remaining  members  became 
bankrupt.     Held,  that  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  had  no  claim 
.  against  the  outgoing  partner  as  a  debtor  by  reason  of  this  transaction. 
Wight  V.  Condict,  666. 

CASES  AFFIRMED  OR  FOLLOWED. 

1.  The  judgment  in  this  case  is  reversed  on  the  authority  of  Covington  Sf 

Cincinnati  Bridge  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  154  U.  S.  204.  Covington  ff  Cin- 
cinnati Railroad,  Transfer  j*  Bridge  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  224. 

2.  Reagan  v.  Farmers*  Loan  and  Trust  Co.,  154  U.  S.  362,  affirmed,  fol- 

lowed and  applied  to  the  facts  in  this  case.  Reagan  v.  Mercantile 
Trust  Co,,  413. 

3.  ReaganY,  Farmers*  Loan  and  Trust  Co,,  154  U.  S.  362,  followed.     Reagan 

V.  Mercantile  Trust  Co,,  418 ;  Reagan  v.  Farmers*  Loan  (f  Trust  Co., 
420. 

4.  United  States  v.  Philadelphia,  11  How.  609,  followed.     United  States  v. 

Harrison,  631 ;  Same  v.  Carr^re,  532. 

5.  Woods  V.  Laxorence  County,  1  Black,  386,  affirmed  and  followed.    Rich- 

ardson V.  Lawrence  County,  536. 

6.  McGuire  v.  Massachusetts,  3  Wall.  387,  followed.    Hammond  v.  Massa- 

chusetts, 550. 

7.  Van  Allen  v.  Assessors,  3  Wall.  573,  followed.     Churchill  v.  Utica,  550 ; 

Williams  v.  Nolan,  551. 

8.  Brown  v.  Bass,  4  Wall.  262,  followed.     Brown  v.  Johnson,  551. 

9.  United  States  v.  Holliday,  3  Wall.  407,  followed.     United  States  v.  May- 

rand,  552. 
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10.  Green  v.  Van  Buskirk,  5  WalL  307,  followed.  TiUinghast  v.  Van  Btukirk, 
553;  Samev.  Same,  557. 

11.  A  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  is  denied  on  the  authority  of 
Minnesota  Co.  v.  Sl  Paul  Co.,  6  WalL  742.  Ex  parte  Milwaukee  jr 
Minnesota  RaAroad  Co.,  554. 

12.  Dismissed  on  the  authority  of  Georgia  y.  Stanton,  6  Wall.  50,  and 
Georgia  y.  Grant,  6  Wall.  241.     Mississippi  y.  Stanton  and  Grants  554. 

13.  Gaines  v.  New  Orleans,  6  Wall..  642,  followed     Gaines  v.  Lizardi,  555. 

14.  United  States  y.  Hartwell,  6  Wall.  385,  followed.  United  States  y.  CwA^ 
555. 

15.  Union  Insurance  Co.  y.  United  States,  6  WalL  759,  followed.  Unit/od 
States  y.  Bales  of  CoUon,  556. 

16.  Williamson  y.  Suydam,  6  Wall.  723,  followed.  Williamson  y.  Moofv, 
557. 

17.  Bronson  y.  -Rodw,  7  WalL  229,  followed.    Dutfon  y.  Palairet,  563. 

18.  (7nt^ffc/  States  y.  At/amx,  7  WalL  463,  followed.  United  States  y.  Mowry, 
564 ;  jSa7it€  y.  Morgan,  565 ;  i9a7ii6  y.  Burton,  566. 

19.  JEx  ;>arte  Zellner,  9  Wall.  244,  followed.    Ex  parte  Pargoud,  567. 

20.  Railroad  Co.  y.  Fremont  County,  9  WalL  89,  followed.  Burlington  jr 
Missouri  River  Railroad  Co.  v.  Mills  County,  568. 

21.  Waiard  y.  Presbury,  14  WaU.  676,  followed,     m^forrf  y.  ITiamf,  568. 

22.  Butz  y.  Muscatine,  8  Wall.  575,  followed.  C^nitorf  States  y.  BurUngUm, 
568. 

23.  Flanders  y.  Ttwcrf,  9  Wall.  425,  followed.    Flanders  y.  Tweed,  509. 

24.  Superviwrs  v.  Durant,  9  Wall.  415,  followed.  Supervisors  y.  Dumn^, 
571 ;   Washington  County  y.  Mortimer,  571. 

25.  /^nox  County  y.  Aspintoall,  21  How.  539,  and  CtVy  y.  Zofiucm,  9  WalL 
477,  followed.    Kenosha  y.  Lamson,  573. 

26.  Xtttfe  y.  Hemdon,  10  Wall.  26,  followed.  Zon^r  y.  PoWon,  573 ;  CTrnftfr- 
hill  y.  Hemdon,  57i;  Sturtevant  y.  Hemdon,  575;  UnderhtUy.  PatUm^ 
575. 

27.  C^ni/e<f  iStateff  y.  Anderson,  9  Wall.  56,  followed.  CTnteed  .Stole*  y. 
Po/terrf,  577. 

28.  WolcoU  y.  Des  Moines  Co.,  5  WalL  681,  followed.    JRa«y  y.  WeOeSy  578. 

29.  Ex  parte  Graham,  10  Wall.  541,  followed.    Ex  parte  Waples,  579. 

30.  Garn^a  y.  United  States,  11  Wall.  256,  followed.  Gamett  y.  f/niferf 
5to/e»,  579. 

31.  Smith  y.  5iei7crw,  10  WalL  321,  followed.    Stevens  y.  De  Aubrie,  580. 

32.  United  States  v.  Hodson,  10  WalL  395,  followed.  United  States  y. 
Hodson,  580 ;  5ame  y.  Mynderse,  580. 

33.  jBcMci/  y.  Demaret,  10  Wall.  537,  followed.     Cousin  v.  Generes,  581. 

34.  Ex  parte  McNiel,  13  Wall.  236.  followed.    Ex  parte  Loud,  582. 

35.  Sevier  v.  Haskell,  14  WalL  12,  followed.    Jaeoway  y.  Denton,  583. 

36.  Pico  y.  C^ntterf  5/a/M,  2  WalL  279,  and  Peralta  y.  i/nierf  5fa/e»,  3  Wall. 
434,  followed.     Diaz  y.  United  States,  590. 

37.  Bartemeyer  y.  /otoa,  18  Wall.  129,  followed.    Norton  y.  /ajmson,  591. 
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88.  OuUon  y.  Savings  InstiiuHofi,  17  Wall.  109,  followed.  OtUton  v.  San 
Francisco  Savings  Union,  591. 

39.  Olcott  V.  Supervisors^  16  Wall.  678,  foUoWed.  Humbird  v.  Jackson 
County,  592. 

40.  Tondinson  y.  Jessup,  15  Wall.  454,  followed.  Charleston  y.  Jessup, 
592. 

41.  iS/a<e  y.  StoU,  17  Wall.  425,  followed.  South  Carolina  ex  rel  Robb  y. 
Gumey,  593. 

42.  Railroad  Co.  y.  FuZter,  17  Wall.  561,  followed.  Chicago  (r  North- 
western  Railway  Co.  v.  Fuller,  595. 

43.  The  Confiscation  Cases,  20  Wall.  92,  followed.  Kenner  y .  United  States, 
595;  UniUd  States  y.  Six  Lots,  596. 

44.  Habich  y.  Fo/^rer,  20  WalL  1,  followed.    Priest  v.  Folger,  597. 

46.  Bigelow  y.  Forrest,  9  WalL  389,  and  Day  y.  Aficoti,  18  Wall.  156,  fol- 
lowed.   Brugere  y.  Sliddl,  598. 

46.  Northwestern  Union  Packet  Co.  y.  C/ow^rA,  21  Wall.  317,  followed. 
Northwestern  Union  Packet  Co.  y.  Viles,  608. 

47.  Chambers  County  y.  Clews,  21  Wall.  317,  followed.  Lee  County  y. 
C/«r«,  609. 

48.  Schulenberg  y.  Harriman,  21  Wall.  44,  followed.  ^cAota  y.  Harriman, 
609. 

49.  Cary  y.  San  Francisco  Savings  Union,  22  Wall.  38,  followed.  Oulton  y. 
Savings  j*  Loan  Society,  615. 

50.  -Bani««  y.  Railroad  Co.,  17  Wall.  294,  and  Stockdale  v.  Atlantic  Ins. 
Co.,  20  Wall.  323,  followed.     Oulton  y.  California  Insurance  Co.,  615. 

51.  Haycraft  y.  f/ntterf  ^/o/m,  22  Wall.  81,  followed.  Lane  y.  United 
States,  615. 

52.  5m7cy  y.  Clark,  21  WalL  284,  foUowed.    BaUey  y.  IForifc,  616. 

53.  Blake  y.  National  Banks,  23  Wall.  307,  followed.  £/aiE;«  y.  Fourth 
National  Bank,  616. 

54.  Gregory  y.  McVeigh,  23  Wall.  294,  followed.  PFwrf^or  y.  McVeigh, 
617. 

55.  Zoan  Association  y.  Topeka,  20  Wall.  655,  followed.  Commercial  Bank 
y.  /oto,  617. 

56.  3fifi%  Co.  y.  Boggs,  3  Wall.  304,  followed.     Crary  v.  Devlin,  619. 

57.  Atherton  y.  Fato/cr,  91  U.  S.  143,  followed.    Atherton  y.  Fowler,  620. 

58.  C/pion  y.  Tribilcock,  91  U.  S.  45;  Sanger  y.  C/pton,  91  U.  S.  56;  and 
Webster  y.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  65,  followed.    Herhold  y.  C/pton,  624. 

59.  Affirmed  upon  the  authority  of  Bigelow  y.  Forrest,  9  Wall.  339 ;  Day  y. 
Micou,  18  WalL  156 ;  and  Wallach  v.  Van  Riswick,  92  U.  S.  202. 
Davies  y.  SlideU,  625. 

60.  ?r<?/fon  y.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  275,  followed.  Morrill  y.  TTwcewwin, 
626. 

61.  Van  Norden  y.  Benner,  131  U.  S.  App.  cxly,  followed.  Van  Norden  y. 
Washburn,  627. 

62.  iJay  y.  Norseworthy,  23  Wall.  128,  followed.     Haynes  y.  Pickett,  627. 
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63.  McCready  y.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  391,  followed  by  stipulation  of  parties. 
McCready  v.  Virginia,  628. 

64.  Davidson  v.  New  Orleans,  96  U.  S.  97,  followed.     Carry  v.  CampbeU, 
629. 

65.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Vance,  96  U.  S.  460,  followed.    Indianapolis  fr  Sl  Louis 
Railroad  v.  Vance,  638. 

66.  Thompson  v.  Butler,  95  U.  S.  694,  followed.    Northwestern  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Martin,  640. 

67.  C/a/m  v.  Houseman,  93  U.  S.  130,  followed.     WOson  v.  Goodrich,  640. 

68.  5urite  V.  Miltenberger,  19  Wall.  679,  followed.    J5arl-c  v.  Tregre,  641. 

69.  Commissioners  v.  Sellew,  99  U.  S.  624,  followed.    Leavenworth  y.  Kinney, 
642. 

70.  ^r(Atir  y.  Darner,  96  U.  S.  135,  and  Arthur  y.  Rheims,  96  U.  S.  143,  fol- 
lowed and  applied.    Faxon  y.  Russell,  644. 

71.  County  of  Macon  y.  jSAotm,  97  U.  S.  272,  and  Smith  y.  Clark  County, 
64  Missouri,  69,  followed.    Dallas  County  y.  Huidehoper,  654. 

72.  Da//a«  County  y.  Huidehoper,  154  U.  S.  Appx.  654,  followed-    2>aZ2as 
County  y.  Huidehoper,  665. 

73.  Railroad  Co.  y.  (?ran2,  98  U.  S.  398,  followed,    ^anib  of  the  RepMic  y. 
Jl/i7/arrf,  666. 

74.  Removal  Cases,  100  U.  S.  457,  followed.    Gage  y.  Carraher,  656. 

75.  Railroad  Company  y.  -Btetr,  100  U.  S.  661,  followed.     Gumee  v.  BteV, 
659. 

76.  Carroll  v.  Dorsey,  20  How.  204,  followed.     Sea  \.  Connecticut  Mutual 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  659. 

77.  Cowdrey  y.  Vandenburgh,  101  U.  S.  572,  followed.    Cowdrey  y.  Vanden- 
burgh,  659. 

78.  National  Bank  y.  Graham,  100  U.  S.  699,  followed.     Whitney  v.  i^ltn* 
Nat.  Banh  of  Brattleboro,  664. 

79.  Richmond  Mining  Co.  y.  Eureha  Mining  Co.,  103  U.  S.  889,  followed. 
Richmond  Mining  Co.  y,  Eureha  Mining  Co.,  664. 

80.  Scotland  County  y.  Thomas,  94  U.  S.   682,  and  Schuyler   County  y. 
Thomas,  98  U.  S.  169,  followed.    Benton  County  y.  RoUens,  666. 

81.  Green  v.  Fish,  103  U.  S.  518,  followed.     Green  y.  Fish,  668. 

82.  Roberts  y.  BoUes,  101  U.  S.  119,  followed.     Roberts  y.  J5o««,  670. 

83.  Railway  Co.  y.  Hech,  102  U.  S.  130,  followed.    Levy  y.  Dangel,  671. 

84.  Hecht  y.  Boughton,  105  U.  S.  235,  followed.    Bonnifield  y.  Price,  672; 
Upton  y.  Mason,  675 ;   C/jpton  y.  5tecfe,  675 ;  Kahn  y.  Hamilton,  677. 

85.  United  States  y.  Rosenburgh,  7  Wall.  580,  and  United  States  y.  Atfery,  13 
Wall.  251,  followed.     United  States  y.  Canda,  674. 

86.  Ralls  County  Court  y.  United  States,  105  U.  S.  235,  foUowed.    Ralls 
County  Court  v.  United  States,  675. 

87.  United  States  y.  Kaufman,  96  U.  S.  567,  followed.     United  States  y. 
Bamett,  676. 

88.  Steines  y.  FranHin  County,  14  WalL  15,  followed.     Grame  y.  Mutual 
Assurance  Society,  676. 
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89.  Thompion  v.  Perrine^  106  U.  S.  589,  followed.  Thompson  v.  Perrine, 
677. 

90.  Badger  v.  Ranlettj  106  U.  S.  255,  followed.    Badger  v.  Ranlett,  677. 

91.  Chicago  jr  AUon  Railroad  v.  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.,  108  U.  S.  18,  followed. 
Chicago  if  AUon  Railroad  v.  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.,  678. 

CASES  DECIDED  ON  THE  FACTS  OR  WITHOUT  OPINION. 

1.  Affirmed  on  the  authority  of  seyeral  cases  of  a  similar  character. 

Mineral  Point  v.  Lee,  552. 

2.  There  being  no  error,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 

Supervisors  v.  Durant,  676. 

3.  There  being  no  error,  the  judgment  is  affirmed.    Plant  ▼.   Stovall, 

584. 

4.  The  decree  below  is  affirmed  on  the  facts.     The  Eliza  Hancox  v.  Lang- 

don,  618. 

5.  The  proof  does  not  make  out  a  case  that  calls  upon  this  court  to  oyer- 

rule  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  on  questions  of  fact.    Mead  v. 
Pinyard,  620. 

6.  Affirmed  upon  the  facts.    MachaU  y,  Richards,  624. 

7.  The  decree  below  is  affirmed  upon  the  facts.    Johansson  v.  Stephanson, 

625. 

8.  The  facts  stated  in  the  opinion  show  that  there  is  not  a  sufficient  amount 

inyolved  in  this^^ase  to  give  this  court  jurisdiction.    Keogh  y.  Orient 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  639. 

9.  On  the  facts,  the  decree  below  is  reversed  in  part,  and  in  part  affirmed. 

Jaeger  v.  Moore,  641. 

10.  The  finding  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  as  to  the  suspension 
of  General  Orders  Nos.  60  and  70  is  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
Burke  v.  Tregre,  641. 

11.  In  a  case  of  conflicting  evidence  on  a  question  of  fact,  the  court 
affirms  the  decree  of  the  court  below.     Case  v.  Marchand,  642. 

12.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Claims  is  affirmed  on  the  facts.  DM 
V.  United  States,  645. 

13.  On  the  case  made  by  the  pleadings  the  court  will  not  disturb  the 
judgment  below.    North  v.  McDonald,  649. 

14.  When  the  District  Court  in  a  State  has  given  a  judgment  which 
involves  the  finding  of  a  fact  in  dispute,  and  that  judgment  is  affirmed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  this  court  will  not  disturb  the 
judgment  of  the  latter  unless  the  eiTor  be  clear.  Lammers  v.  Nissen, 
650. 

15.  This  case  presents  only  a  question  of  fact,  which  was  properly  decided 
in  the  court  below.    Ponder  y.  DeUiuney,  651. 

16.  The  court  finds  the  disputed  facts  in  favor  of  the  appellee,  and  enters 
a  decree  accordingly.     Fontaine  v.  McNab,  652. 

17.  The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed  on  the  case  presented  to 
this  court.     United  States  v.  Williams,  652. 
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18.  This  decree  is  affirmed  on  the  facts  on  the  varions  points  stated  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court.    Jawm  v.  Divoll^  657. 

19.  This  case  is  reversed  because  this  court  is  not  satisfied  that  the 
court  below  reached  a  proper  conclusion  on  the  facts.  Groat  ▼.  (/Hart^ 
660. 

20.  Affirmed  on  the  facts.    Seward  v.  Comeauy  665. 

21.  Affirmed  on  the  facts.    Hearst  y.  Halligan,  669. 

22.  Affirmed  on  the  facts.    Price  v. /Te^y,  669. 

23.  Affirmed  on  the  facts.     Glover  y.  Looe,  670. 

24.  The  burden  of  proving  this  case  is  on  the  appellant,  but  the  weight  d 
the  evidence  is  with  the  appellee.  Mellon  v.  Delaware,  Ixiekawanna 
and  Western  Railroad  Co.,  678. 

25.  Affirmed  on  the  facts.    Steever  v.  Rickman,  678. 

See  Equity,  3 ; 

Principal  and  Agent,  1,  2. 

CASES  DISTINGUISHED. 

1.  Deffeback  v.  Hawke,  115  U.  S.  392,  and  Davis  v.  WeibMd,  139  U.  &  507, 

explained  and  distinguished.  Borden  v.  Northern  Pacific  RaUroad  Co^ 
288. 

2.  Hayburn*s  Case,  2  DalL  409;    United  States  v.  Ferreira,  13  How.  40; 

Todd's  Case,  13  How.  52;  Gordon  v.  United  States,  117  U.  &  697;  In 
re  Sanborn,  148  U.  S.  222,  examined  and  distjpiguished.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  v.  Brimson,  447. 

3.  Bennett  v.  Butterworth,  8  How.  124,  distinguished.    Pitt^nargk  Locomotive 

and  Car  Works  v.  Keokuk  National  Bank,  626. 

COMMON  CARRIER. 

1.  In  the  bill  of  lading  of  a  quantity  of  cases  and  bales  of  goods  delivered 
to  the  National  Steamship  Company  at  Liverpool,  and  addressed  and 
consigned  to  C.  in  New  York,  it  was  provided  as  follows:  <' Shipped  in 
good  order  and  well  conditioned  ...  in  and  upon  the  steamship 
called  the  Egypt  .  .  .  bound  for  New  York  .  .  .  forty-three 
cases  merchandise  .  .  .  being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the 
margin,  and  to  be  delivered  subject  to  the  following  exceptions  aiid 
conditions :  .  .  .  The  National  Steamship  Company  or  its  agents 
or  any  of  its  servants  are  not  to  be  liable  for  any  damage  to  any  goods 
which  is  capable  of  being  covered  by  insurance  .  .  .  nor  for  any 
claims  for  loss  .  .  .  where  the  loss  occurs  while  the  goods  are  not 
actually  in  the  possession  of  the  company.  .  .  .  The  goods  to  be 
taken  alongside  by  the  consignee  immediately  the  vessel  is  ready  to 
discharge,  or  otherwise  they  will  be  landed  by  the  master  and  de- 
posited at  the  expense  of  the  consignee,  and  at  his  risk  of  fire,  loss 
or  injury  in  the  warehouse  provided  for  that  purpose,  or  in  the  pablic 
store,  as  the  collector  of  the  port  of  New  York  shall  direct.  .  .  . 
The  United  States  Treasury  having  given  permission  for  goods  to 
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remain  forty-eight  hours  on  wharf  at  New  York,  any  goods  so  left  by 
consignee  will  be  at  his  or  their  risk  of  fire,  loss  or  injury."  The 
Egypt  arrived  January  31,  1883,  was  entered  at  the  custom-house  at 
1.45  P.M.  of  that  day,  and,  there  being  no  room  for  her  at  the  pier  of 
the  National  Company,  where  the  vessels  of  that  company  were  usually 
unladen,  was  taken  to  the  pier  of  the  In  man  Company.  A  collector's 
permit  was  given  to  unload  the  steamer  and  to  allow  the  unpermitted 
cargo  to  remain  on  the  wharf  for  forty-eight  hours,  upon  an  agreement 
by  the  steamship  company,  which  was  given,  that  the  goods  should 
be  at  the  sole  riric  of  that  company,  who  would  pay  to  the  consignee 
or  owner  the  value  of  such  cargo  respectively  as  might  be  stolen, 
burned  or  otherwise  lost.  Notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  dis- 
charge was  then  posted  upon  the  bulletin  board  of  the  custom-house, 
in  accordance  with  custom,  but  no  notice  was  sent  to  C,  nor  did  he 
have  any  notice.  The  cases  and  bales  consigned  to  him  were  on  the 
same  day  landed  on  the  Inman  pier,  but  he  had  no  knowledge  of  it, 
and  had  no  opportunity  to  remove  the  goods  on  that  day ;  and,  if  he 
had  had  such  knowledge,  there  was  not  sufficient  time  for  him  to  have 
entered,  paid  the  duties,  obtained  the  permits  for  their  removal  and 
removed  them.  On  the  night  of  that  day  the  goods  were  destroyed 
by  fire,  without  any  imputed  negligence  to  the  National  Steamship 
Company.  Held,  (1)  that  the  stipulation  in  the  bill  of  landing  that 
respondent  should  not  be  liable  for  a  fire  happening  after  unloading 
the  cargo  was  reasonable  and  valid;  (2)  that  the  discharge  of  the 
cargo  at  the  Inman  pier  was  not  in  the  eye  of  the  law  a  deviation  such 
as  to  render  the  carrier  an  insurer  of  the  goods  so  unladen ;  (3)  that 
if  any  notice  of  such  unloading  was  required  at  all,  the  bulletin  posted 
in  the  custom-house  was  sufficient  under  the  practice  and  usages  of 
the  port  of  New  York;  (4)  that  libellants,  having  taken  no  steps 
upon  the  faith  of  the  cargo  being  unladen  at  respondent's  pier,  were 
not  prejudiced  by  the  change ;  (5)  that  the  agreement  of  the  respon- 
dent with  the  collector  of  customs  to  pay  the  consignee  the  value  of 
the  goods  was  not  one  of  which  the  libellants  could  avail  themselves 
as  adding  to  the  obligations  of  their  contract  with  respondent.  Con- 
stable  V.  National  Steamship  Co.,  51. 
If  a  railroad  company,  for  its  own  convenience  and  the  convenience  of 
its  customers,  is  in  the  habit  of  issuing  bills  of  lading  for  cotton  de- 
livered to  a  compress  company,  to  be  compressed  before  actual  delivery 
to  the  railroad  company,  with  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  shipper 
or  of  the  carrier  that  the  liability  of  the  carrier  shall  attach  before 
delivery  on  its  cars,  and  the  cotton  is  destroyed  by  fire  while  in  the 
hands  of  the  compress  company,  the  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for 
the  value  qf.  the  cotton,  so  destroyed,  to  an  assignee  of  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing without  notice  of  the  agreement  and  course  of  dealing  between 
the  shipper  and  the  carrier.  .Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Co,  v.  Mc- 
Fadden,  155. 
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3.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  carrier  who  offers  barges  for  seryioe  to  have  them 
often  examined  and  thoroughly  inspected,  so  as  to  be  sure  of  their 
condition.    Northern  Belle  v.  Robsoriy  571. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWa 
See  Admibaltt,  2,  3. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  A  judgment  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State,  by  which  the  porchaser,  at 

an  administrator's  sale  under  order  of  a  probate  court,  of  luid  of  a 
living  person,  who  had  no  notice  of  its  proceedings,  is  held  to  be  en- 
titled to  the  land  as  i^ainst  him,  deprives  him  of  his  property  without 
due  process  of  law,  contrary  to  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  is  reviewable  by  this  court  on 
writ  of  error.    Scott  v.  McNeal,  34. 

2.  This  company  was  incorporated  under  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Ken- 

tucky, approved  February  17,  1846,  with  authority  to  oonstmct  a 
bridge  across  the  Ohio  at  Cincinnati.  The 'third  section  of  the  act 
required  its  confirmation  by  the  State  of  Ohio,  before  the  corporation 
should  open  its  books  for  subscription;  and  the  eighth  section  de- 
clared that  "  the  president  and  directors  shall  have  the  rights  to  fix 
the  rates  of  toll  for  passing  over  said  bridge,  and  to  collect  the  same 
from  all  and  every  person  or  persons  passing  tfiereon,  with  their 
goods,  carriages  or  animals  of  every  description  or  kind ;  provided, 
however,  that  the  said  company  shall  lay  before  the  legislature  of 
this  State  a  correct  statement  of  the  costs  of  said  bridge,  and  an 
annual  statement  of  the  tolls  received  for  passing  the  same,  tind  also 
the  cost  of  keeping  the  said  bridge  in  repair,  and  of  the  other  ex- 
penses of  the  company ;  and  the  said  president  and  directors  shall, 
from  time  to  time,  reduce  the  rates  of  toll,  so  that  the  net  profits  of 
the  said  bridge  shall  not  exceed  fifteen  per  cent  per  annum,  after  the 
proper  deductions  are  made  for  repairs  and  charges  of  other  descrip- 
tions." By  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Ohio,  enacted  March  9, 
1849,  this  company  was  made  a  body  corporate  and  politic  of  that 
State,  "with  the  same  franchises,  rights  and  privileges,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  same  duties  and  liabilities,"  as  were  specified  in  its 
original  incorporation.  Some  subsequent  legislation  took  place  not 
affecting  the  matter  in  issue  here.  The  bridge  was  completed  in 
1867  at  a  cost  much  in  excess  of  what  had  been  oontemf^ted,  and 
has  never  earned  15  per  cent  on  its  cost.  On  the  31st  of  Mareli, 
1890,  the  legislature  of  Kentucky  enacted  that  it  should  be  unlawful 
to  charge,  collect,  demand  or  receive  for  passage  over  the  bridge 
spanning  the  Ohio  River,  constructed  under  such  act  of  incorporation, 
any  toll,  fare  or  compensation  greater  than,  or  in  excess  of,  certain 
rates  prescribed  by  the  act,  which  were  much  less  than  the  directors 
had  fixed  upon  under  the  eighth  section  of  the  act  of  incorporation. 
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and  made  it  obligatory  upon  the  company  to  maintain  an  office  and  sell 
tickets  in  Kentucky  at  those  rates.  The  company  refusing  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  this  act,  an  indictment  was  found  against  it. 
This  was  demurred  to,  and  such  proceedings  were  had  thereafter 
that  the  defendant  l¥as  adjudged  guilty  and  fined  91000,  and  the 
judgment  was  sustained  as  constitutional  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
the  State.  The  case  being  brought  here  by  writ  of  error,  it  is  by  the 
whole  court  Held,  that  the  Kentucky  act  of  March  3, 1890,  in  its  effect 
upon  the  Bridge  Company,  violated  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 

The  judges  concurring  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  (Brown,  Harlan, 
Brewer,  Shiras  and  Jackson,  JJ.,)  after  reviewing  in  detail  the 
course  of  the  decisions,  announce  the  foUowing  as  their  grounds  for 
concurring  in  this  result  and  in  the  judgment:  (1)  That  the  traffic 
across  the  river  was  interstate  commerce;  (2)  that  the  bridge  was 
an  instrument  of  such  commerce;  (3)  that  the  statute  was  an 
attempted  regulation  of  such  commerce,  which  the  State  had  no  con- 
stitutional power  to  make;  (4)  that  Congress  alone  possesses  the 
requisite  power  to  enact  a  uniform  scale  of  charges  in  such  a  case,  the 
authority  of  the  State  being  limited  to  fixing  tolls  on  such  channels 
of  commerce  as  are  exclusively  within  its  territory. 

The  minority  of  the  court  (consisting  of  Fuller,  C.  J.,  and  Field, 
Gray  and  White,  JJ.)  gave  the  reasons  for  their  concurrence  in  the 
result  and  the  judgment  as  foUows :  (1)  The  several  States  have  the 
power  to  establish  and  regulate  ferries  and  bridges,  and  the  rates  of 
toll  thereon,  whether  within  one  State,  or  between  two  adjoining 
States,  subject  to  the  paramount  authority  of  Congress  over  interstate 
commerce.  (2)  By  the  concurrent  acts  of  the  legislature  of  Ken- 
tucky in  1846,  and  of  the  legblature  of  Ohio  in  1849,  this  bridge 
company  was  made  a  corporation  of  each  State,  and  authorized  to  fix 
rates  of  toll.  (3)  Congress,  by  the  act  of  February  17,  1865,  c.  39, 
declared  this  bridge  '*  to  be,  when  completed  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  States  of  Ohio  and  Kentucky,  a  lawful  structure ; "  but 
made  no  provision  as  to  tolls  ;  and  thereby  manifested  the  intention 
of  Congress  that  the  rates  of  toll  should  be  as  established  by  the  two 
States.  (4)  The  original  acts  of  incorporation  constituted  a  contract 
between  the  corporation  and  both  States,  which  could  not  be  altered 
by  the  one  State  without  the  consent  of  the  other.  Covington  jr  Cinr 
cinnati  Bridge  Co,  v.  Kentucky,  204. 

Without  passing  upon  the  validity  of  the  dth  and  14th  sections  of  the 
act  of  the  legislature  of  Texas  of  April  3, 1891,  establishing  a  rail- 
road commission  with  power  to  classify  and  regulate  rates,  the  re- 
mainder of  the  act  is  a  valid  and  constitutional  exercise  of  the 
state  sovereignty,  and  the  commission  created  thereby  is  an  adminis- 
trative board,  created  for  carrying  into  effect  the  will  of  the  State,  as 
expressed  by  its  legislation.    Reagan  v.  Farmers*  Loan  jr  Trust  Co^  362. 
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6.  A  citizen  of  another  State  who  feels  himaelf  aggrieved  and  injured  by 

the  rates  prescribed  by  that  commission  may  seek  his  remedy  in 
equity  against  the  commissioners  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Texas,  and  the  Circuit  Court  has  jurisdiction  over  such  a 
suit  under  the  statutes  regulating  its  general  jurisdiction,  with  the 
assent  of  Texas,  expressed  in  the  act  creating  the  commission.  Such 
a  suit  is  not  a  suit  against  the  State  of  Texas.    lb. 

7.  It  is  within  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  in  such  case  to  decree  that 

the  rates  so  established  by  the  commission  are  unreasonable  and  un- 
just, and  to  restrain  their  enforcement ;  but  it  is  not  within  its  power 
to  establish  rates  itself,  or  to  restrain  the  commission  from  again 
establishing  rates.    lb. 

8.  The  act  of  the  legislature  of  Indiana  of  March  6,  1891,  conoeming 

taxation  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  constitutional  objections  made  to  it, 
since  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State  has  decided:  (1)  That  the 
constitution  of  that  State  authorizes  such  a  method  of  assessing  rail- 
road property,  which  decision  is  binding  on  this  court ;  and  (2)  that 
the  act  gives  the  railroad  companies  the  right  to  be  heard  before 
final  determination  of  the  question,  which  construction  is  condusiYe 
on  this  court ;  and,  further,  since  (8)  a  tax  law  which  grants  to  the 
taxpayer  a  right  to  be  heard  on  the  assessment  of  his  property  before 
final  judgment  provides  a  due  process  of  law  for  determining  the 
valuation,  although  it  makes  no  provision  for  a  rehearing.  Pittaburgk^ 
Cincinnati^  Chicago  ^  St,  Louis  Railway  Co,  v.  Backugy  421. 
See  Intebstate  Commerce  Commission,  1,  4, 7,  8^  9 ; 

Tax  and  Taxation,  1,  2 ; 

Texas  Raii.road  Commission,  1, 2. 

CONTEMPT. 
See  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  10. 

CONTINENTAL  ARMY. 

The  acceptance  by  a  supernumerary  officer  in  the  Continental  line  of  an 
appointment  in  the  regiment  of  guards  authorized  by  the  State  of 
Virginia  took  him  out  of  the  line  and  put  him  into  the  new  organiza- 
tion.     Williams  v.  United  Slates,  648. 

CONTRACT. 

1.  A  stipulation  between  a  telegraph  company  and  the  sender  of  a  mes- 
sage, that  the  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  mistakes  in  the  trans- 
mission  or  delivery  of  a  message,  beyond  the  sum  received  for  sending 
it,  unless  the  sender  orders  it  to  be  repeated  by  being  telegraphed 
back  to  the  originating  office  for  comparison,  and  pays  half  that  sum 
in  addition,  is  reasonable  and  valid.  Primrose  v.  Western  Union 
Telegraph  Co,,  1. 
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2.  The  appellant  has  failed  to  prove  the  reHewal  of  his  contract  with  the 

appellee,  which  alleged  renewal  is  the  foundation  of  the  remedy 
sought  for  by  his  bill.    Smith  v.  Washinffton  Gas  Light  Co.y  559. 

3.  When  a  charter  party  provides  that  the  hirer  of  the  vessel  need  not 

make  good  any  loss  arising  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear,  a  finding  by 
the  court  that  repairs  sued  for  resulted  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear 
is  a  bar  to  recovery.     White  v.  United  States^  661. 

4.  Money  paid  to  a  person  on  a  vessel  chartered  to  the  government  by  the 

owner  of  the  vessel  cannot  be  recovered  from  the  United  States  unless 
authorized  by  them.    lb. 

5.  A  contract  with  the  United  States  for  the  delivery  of  postage  stamps  to 

it  construed.     Continental  Bank  Note  Co.  v.  United  StateSy  671. 
See  Admibaltt,  8 ; 

Common  Carrier,  1,  2 ; 
Constitutional  Law,  2. 

CRIMINAL   LAW. 

1.  An  indictment  for  murder  which  charges  that  the  offence  was  com- 

mitted on  board  of  an  American  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States,  sufficiently  avers  the  locality  of  the 
offence.     Sl  Clair  v.  United  States,  134. 

2.  An  indictment  which  charges  that  A,  B  and  C,  acting  jointly,  killed 

and  murdered  D,  is  sufficient  to  authorize  the  conviction  of  one, 
though  the  others  may  be  acquitted,    lb, 

3.  A  charge  in  an  indictment  that  the  accused  did  then  and  there,  pirati- 

cally, wilfully,  feloniously  and  with  malice  aforethought,  strike  and 
beat  the  said  D,  then  and  there  giving  to  said  D  several  grievous, 
•damaging  and  mortal  wounds,  and  did  then  and  there,  to  wit,  at  the 
time  and  place  last  above  mentioned,  him,  the  said  D,  cast  and  throw 
from  and  out  of  the  said  vessel  into  the  sea,  and  plunge,  sink  and 
drown  him,  the  said  D,  in  the  sea  aforesaid,  sufficiently  charges  that 
the  throwing  into  the  sea  was  done  wilfully,  feloniously  and  with 
malice  aforethought.    lb. 

4.  An  indictment  being  found  after  the  trial  jury  had  been  properly  dis- 

charged, the  court  may  order  a  venire  to  issue  for  persons  to  serve  as 
jurors,  and  may  further  direct  the  marshal  to  summon  talesmen.    lb. 

5.  Rule  63  of  the  court  below  is  not  inconsistent  with  any  settled  principle 

of  criminal  law,  and  does  not  interfere  with  the  selection  of  impartial 
juries.    lb. 

6.  Circumstances  attending  a  particular  transaction  under  investigation 

by  a  jury,  if  so  interwoven  with  each  other  and  with  the  principal 
facts  that  they  cannot  well  be  separated  without  depriving  the  jury  of 
proof  that  is  essential  in  order  to  reach  a  just  conclusion,  are  admissi- 
ble in  evidence,    lb. 

7.  On  the  trial  under  an  indictment  charging  that  A,  B  and  C,  acting 
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jointly,  killed  and  murdered  D,  without  charging  that  they  were  co- 
conspirators, evidence  of  the  actB  of  B  and  C  are  admissible  against 
A,  if  part  of  the  res  gesta.  lb. 
8.  A  party  may  show  that  the  testimony  of  one  of  his  witnesses  has  taken 
him  by  surprise,  and  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  examination  of  him  pre- 
paratory to  the  trial,  or  to  what  the  party  had  reason  to  believe  that  the 
witness  would  testify ;  or  that  the  witness  had  been  recently  brought 
under  the  influence  of  the  other  party  and  had  deceived  the  party 
calling  him.    Ib» 

0.  The  certificate  of  the  vesseFs  registry  and  proof  that  she  carried  the 

fli^  of  the  United  States  were  properly  admitted  on  the  trial  of  this 
case,  and  established  a  prima  facie  case  of  proper  registry  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  nationality  of  the  vessel  and  its 
owners.    76. 

10.  When  no  exception  is  taken  on  the  trial  of  a  person  accused  of  crime 
to  the  action  of  the  court  below  on  a  particular  matter,  that  action  is 
not  subject  to  review  here,  although  the  statutes  and  practice  of  the 
State  in  which  the  trial  takes  place  provide  otherwise.    lb. 

11.  In  criminal  proceedings  aU  parts  of  the  record  must  be  interpreted 
together,  so  as  to  give  effect  to  every  part,  if  possible,  and  a  deficiency 
in  one  part  may  be  supplied  by  what  appears  elsewhere  in  the  record. 
Jb. 

12.  The  indictment  in  this  case  is  sufficient.     United  Slates  v.  Cook^  555. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  In  an  action  by  the  sender  of  a  cipher  message  against  a  tel^raph 

company,  which  is  not  informed,  by  the  message  or  otherwise,  of  the 
nature,  importance  or  extent  of  the  transaction  to  which  it  relates,  or 
of  the  position  which  the  plaintiff  would  probably  occupy  if  the  mes- 
sage were  correctly  transmitted,  the  measure  of  damages  for  mistakes 
in  its  transmission  or  delivery  is  the  sum  paid  for  sending  it.  Prim- 
rose V.  Western  Union  Telegi^aph  Co,y  1. 

2.  In  an  action  by  the  representatives  of  a  railroad  employ^  against  the 

company,  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  the  employ^  caused  by 
an  accident  while  in  its  employ,  which  is  tried  in  a  different  State 
from  that  in  which  the  contract  of  employment  was  made  and  in 
which  the  accident  took  place,  the  right  to  recover  and  the  limit  of 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  are  governed  by  the  lex  loci,  and  not  by 
the  lex  fori.    Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co,  v.  Babeoeky  190. 

DEED. 

When  a  deed  contains  a  specific  description  of  the  land  conveyed,  by  metes 
and  bounds,  and  a  general  description  referring  to  the  land  as  the 
same  land  set  off  to  B,  and  by  B  afterwards  disposed  of  to  A,  the 
second  description  is  intended  to  describe  generally  what  had  been 
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before  described  by  metes  and  bounds ;  and  if,  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment brought  by  a  grantee  of  A,  as  plaintiff,  the  description  by  metes 
and  bounds  does  not  include  the  land  sued  for,  it  cannot  be  claimed 
under  the  general  description.  Prentice  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Co.,  163. 

EQUITY. 

1.  When  two  parties  acquire  title  to  the  same  tract  of  land  from  the  same 

grantor,  if  the  later  grantee  takes  his  deed  with  knowledge  that  the 
first  grantee  is  in  possession  of  the  land,  and  has  enclosed  it,  and  is 
cultivating  it,  he  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  all  the  equitable 
rights  of  .the  first  grantee  with  which  an  inquiry  would  have  put  him 
in  possession.     Horbach  v.  Porter,  549. 

2.  To  justify  a  decree  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  parol  contract  for 

the  sale  of  real  estate,  the  contract  sought  to  be  enforced,  and  its  per- 
formance on  the  part  of  the  vendee  must  be  clearly  proved ;  and  in 
this  case  it  is  not  so  proved  in  several  particulars.  Rogers  Locomotive 
Worh  V.  Helm,  610. 

3.  In  a  suit  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  personal  property  as  induced 

by  false  representations,  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  will  be  sus- 
tained if  the  representations  proved  are  of  the  same  general  character 
as  those  averred  in  the  bill,  though  not  in  its  precise  language.  Tur- 
ner V.  Ward,  618. 

4.  The  court,  being  satisfied  that  the  various  matters  detailed  in  the  opin- 

ion were  part  and  parcel  of  a  scheme  devised  to  hinder  and  delay 
creditors  in  the  collection  of  their  debts,  affirms  the  decree  of  the 
court  below  in  this  case.     Woodfolk  v.  Seddon,  658. 
See  Constitutional  Law,  5. 

EVIDENCE. 

Se€  Criminal  Law,  6,  8,  9 ; 
Local  Law,  2 ; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  7. 

EXCEPTION. 
See  Criminal  Law,  10. 

EXECUTOR  AND  ADMINISTRATOR. 

A  court  of  probate,  in  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction  over  the  probate  of 
wills  and  the  administration  of  the  estates  of  deceased  persons,  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  appoint  an  administrator  of  the  estate  of  a  living 
person ;  and  its  orders,  made  after  public  notice,  appointing  an  admin- 
istrator of  the  estate  of  a  person  who  is  in  fact  alive,  although  he  has 
been  absent  and  not  heard  from  for  seven  years,  and  licensing  the 
administrator  to  sell  his  land  for  payment  of  his  debts,  are  void,  and 
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the  purchaser  at  the  sale  takes  no  title,  as  against  him.  Scott  ?. 
McNeal,  34. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  1. 

FORT  DEARBORN  ADDITION  TO  CHICAGO, 

1.  Under  the  operation  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  Illinois  of  February 

27, 1833,  for  the  making  and  recording  of  town  plats,  the  interest  in 
and  control  of  the  United  States  over  the  streets,  alleys  and  commons 
in  the  Fort  Dearborn  addition  to  Chici^o  ceased  with  the  record  of 
the  plat  thereof  and  the  sale  of  the  adjoining  lots.  UnUed  States  y. 
Illinou  Central  Railroad  Co.,  225. 

2.  When  a  resort  is  made  by  individuals,  or  by  the  government  of  the 

United  States  to  the  mode  provided  by  the  statute  of  a  State  where 
real  property  is  situated,  for  the  transfer  of  its  title,  the  effect  and 
conditions  prescribed  by  the  statute  will  apply,  and  such  operation 
will  be  given  to  the  instrument  of  conveyance  as  is  there  desig- 
nated,   lb. 

INDICTMENT. 

See  Criminal  Law,  1,  2,  3,  4, 12. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  2 ; 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION. 

1.  The  twelfth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  authorizing  the 

Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  to  use  their  process  in  aid  of 
inquiries  before  the  Commission  established  by  that  act,  is  not  in 
conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  as  imposing  on 
judicial  tribunals  duties  not  judicial  in  their  nature.-  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Brimsony  447. 

2.  A  petition  filed  under  that  section  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 

States  against  a  witness,  duly  summoned  to  testify  before  the  Com- 
mission, to  compel  him  to  testify  or  to  produce  books,  documents  and 
papers  relating  to  the  matter  under  investigation  before  that  body, 
makes  a  case  or  controversy  to  which  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States  extends.    lb. 

3.  As  every  citizen  is  bound  to  obey  the  law  and  to  yield  obedience  to  the 

constituted  authorities  acting  within  the  law,  the  power  conferred 
upon  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  require  the  attendance 
and  testimony  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  books,  papers  and 
documents  relating  to  a  matter  under  investigation  by  it,  imposes 
upon  any  one  summoned  by  that  body  to  appear  and  testify  the  duty 
of  appearing  and  testifying,  and  upon  any  one  required  to  produce 
such  books,  papers  and  documents  the  duty  of  producing  them,  if  the 
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testimony  sought  and  the  books,  papers,  etc.,  called  for  relate  to  the 
matter  under  investigation,  if  such  matter  is  one  which  the  Com- 
mission is  legally  entitled  to  investigate,  and  if  the  witness  is  not  ex- 
cused by  the  law  on  some  personal  ground  from  doing  what  the 
Commission  requires  at  his  hands.  lb. 
L  Power  given  to  Congress  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  does  not 
carry  with  it  authority  to  destroy  or  impair  those  fundamental  guar- 
antees of  personal  rights  that  are  recognized  by  the  Constitution  as 
inhering  in  the  freedom  of  the  citizen,    lb, 

5.  It  was  open  to  each  of  the  defendants  in  this  proceeding  to  contend 

before  the  Circuit  Court  that  he  was  protected  by  the  Constitution 
from  making  answer  to  the  questions  propounded  to  him  or  that  he 
was  not  bound  to  produce  the  books,  papers,  etc.,  ordered  to  be  pro- 
duced, or  that  neither  the  questions  propounded  nor  the  books,  papers, 
etc.,  called  for  related  to  the  particular  matter  under  investigation, 
nor  to  any  matter  which  the  Commission  was  entitled  under  the 
Constitution  or  laws  to  investigate.  This  issue  being  determined  in 
their  favor  by  the  court  below,  the  petition  of  the  Commission  could 
have  been  dismissed  upon  its  merits.    lb. 

6.  Haybum's   Case,  2  DalL  409 ;  UniUd  States  v.  Ferreira,  18  How.  40 ; 

TodcTs  Case,  13  How.  52;  Gordon  v.  UniUd  States,  117  U.  S.  697;  In 
re  Sanbaruj  148  U.  S.  222,  examined  and  distinguished.    lb. 

7.  The  inquiry  whether  a  witness  before  the  Commission  is  bound  to 

answer  a  particular  question  propounded  to  him,  or  to  produce  books, 
papers,  etc,  in  his  possession  and  called  for  by  that  body,  is  one  that 
cannot  be  committed  to  a  subordinate  administrative  or  executive 
tribunal  tor  final  determination.  Such  a  body  could  not,  under  our 
system  of  government,  and  consistently  with  due  process  of  law,  be 
invested  with  authority  to  compel  obedience  to  its  orders  by  a  judg- 
ment of  fine  or  imprisonment.    lb. 

8.  Except  in  the  particular  instances  enumerated  in  the  Constitution,  and 

considered  in  Anderson  v.  Dunn,  6  Wheat  204,  and  in  KUboum  v. 
Thompson,  108  U.  S.  168,  190,  of  the  exercise  by  either  house  of  Con- 
gress of  its  right  to  punish  disorderly  behavior  upon  the  part  of  its 
members,  and  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the  produc- 
tion of  papers  in  election  and  impeachment  cases,  and  in  cases  that 
may  involve  the  existence  of  those  bodies,  the  power  to  impose  fine 
or  imprisonment  in  order  to  compel  the  performance  of  a  legal  duty 
imposed  by  the  United  States  can  only  be  exerted,  under  the  law 
of  the  land,  by  a  competent  judicial  tribunal  having  jurisdiction  in 
the  premises.    lb. 

9.  A  proceeding  under  the  twelfth  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 

Act  is  not  merely  ancillary  and  advisory,  nor  is  its  object  merely  to 
obtain  an  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court  tiiat  would  be  without  opera- 
tion upon  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Any  judgment  rendered  will  be 
a  final  and  indisputable  basis  of  action  as  between  the  Commission 
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and  the  defendant,  and  furnish  a  precedent  for  similar  cases.  The 
judgment  is  none  the  less  one  of  a  judicial  tribunal  dealing  with 
questions  judicial  in  their  nature  and  presented  in  the  customary 
forms  of  judicial  proceedings,  because  its  effect  may  be  to  aid  an  ad- 
ministrative or  executive  body  in  the  performance  of  duties  legalfy 
imposed  upon  it  by  Congress  in  execution  of  a  power  granted  by  the 
Constitution.  Ih, 
10.  The  issue  made  in  such  a  case  as  this  is  not  one  for  the  determination 
of  a  jury,  nor  can  any  question  of  contempt  arise  until  the  issue  of 
law  in  the  Circuit  Court  is  determined  adversely  to  the  defendants, 
and  they  refuse  to  obey,  not  the  order  of  the  Commission,  but  the 
final  order  of  the  court  In  matters  of  contempt  a  jury  is  not  re- 
quired by  due  process  of  law.    76. 

JUDGMENT. 
See  Tax  and  Taxation,  2. 

JURISDICTION. 
A.  Of  the  Supreme  Court. 

1.  This  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  review  by  writ  of  error  a  judgment  of 

the  highest  court  of  a  State,  as  against  a  right  under  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  if  the  right  was  not  claimed  in  any  form  before 
judgment  in  that  court.   .  Morrison  v.  Watson,  111. 

2.  It  is  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Virginia  to  construe  the 

statute  of  that  State  which  provides  that  "  any  person  duly  authorized 
and  practising  as  counsel  or  attorney  at  law  in  any  State  or  Territory 
of  the  United  States,  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  may  practise  as 
such  in  the  courts  of  this  State,"  and  to  determine  whether  the  word 
<<  person,'*  as  therein  used,  is  confined  to  males,  and  whether  women 
are  admitted  to  practise  law  in  that  Commonwealth.  In  re  Lockwood^ 
Petitionery  116. 

3.  When  the  laws  of  a  State  create  a  tribunal  for  the  correction  and 

equalization  of  assessments,  and  provide  that  persons  feeling  aggrieved 
by  a  valuation  may  apply  to  such  board  for  its  correction,  and  oon£er 
upon  the  board  power  so  to  do,  it  is  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  to  determine  whether  the  statute  remedy  is  exclusive  or  whether 
it  is  only  cumulative ;  and  its  action  in  that  respect  raises  no  Federal 
question.    Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  v.  Pattersony  190. 

4.  Several  judgments  severally  held  by  different  complainants  who  unite 

in  the  prosecution  of  a  creditor's  bill,  cannot  be  added  together  to 
make  the  amount  necessary  to  give  this  court  appellate  jurisdiction. 
Hunt  V.  Bender,  556. 

5.  No  question  under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  having  been 

passed  upon  by  the  court  below,  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  judgment  of  the  state  court    Davidson  v.  Stareker,  566. 
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6.  There  being  no  exception  to  a  ruling  or  to  anything  which  took  place 

at  the  trial,  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  be  reviewed,  and  the 
judgment  below  is  affirmed.     Weed  v.  Crane,  570. 

7.  This  court  will  not  take  jurisdiction  over  an   interlocutory  decree. 

McCoUum  V.  Howards  577. 

8.  To  give  this  court  jurisdiction  over  the  judgment  of  the  highest  court 

of  a  State,  brought  here  by  writ  of  error,  it  must  appear  that  some 
question  under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  was  made  by  the 
pleadings,  or  passed  upon  by  the  court.     Gray  v.  Coatiy  580. 

9.  A  writ  of  error  to  a  state  court  is  dismissed  because  no  question  was 

decided  by  that  court  of  which  this  court  has  jurisdiction  under  the 
25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act.     Davidson  v.  Connelly,  589. 

10.  Dismissed  because  the  amount  in  controversy  does  not  give  the  court 
jurisdiction.    Jones  v.  Fritschle,  590. 

11.  Dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction.    Allen  v.  Tarletan,  596. 

12.  The  finding  by  a  state  court  that  the  facts  on  which  a  party  relies  to 
bring  his  case  within  a  statute  of  the  United  States  do  not  exist  is  no 
decision  against  the  validity  of  that  statute.     Crary  v.  Devlin,  619. 

13.  Dismissed  because  the  jurisdictional  amount  is  not  involved.  Bennett 
V.  Btittenoorth,  8  How.  124,  distinguished.  Pittsburgh  Locomotive  Car 
Works  V.  Keokuk  National  Bank,  626. 

14.  Until  the  record  of  a  judgment  in  a  state  court  which  this  court  is 
called  upon  to  examine  discloses  the  question  necessary  to  give  it 
jurisdiction,  this  court  'cannot  proceed.  Goodenough  Horse-Shoe  Manu- 
facturing Co.  V.  Rhode  Island  Horse-Shoe  Co,,  635. 

15.  This  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  judgment  of  a  state  court  when 
it  does  not  appear  that  a  Federal  question  was  raised,  and  that  it  was 
either  decided  or  necessarily  involved  in  the  judgment  pronounced. 
Hagar  v.  California,  689. 

16.  An  appeal  to  this  court  will  not  lie  from  the  judgment  of  a  Circuit 
Court  in  a  proceeding  by  a  creditor  to  prove  his  demand  against  the 
estate  of  a  bankrupt.    Ingersoll  v.  Bourne,  645. 

17.  The  decree  from  which  this  appeal  was  taken  was  not  a  final  decree. 
Follansbee  v.  Ballard  Paving  Co.,  651. 

18.  The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case.    Burr  v.  Meyers,  654. 

19.  In  cases  brought  here  from  state  courts  this  court  can  only  look  be- 
yond the  Federal  question  when  that  has  been  decided  erroneously. 
McLaughlin  v.  Fowler,  663. 

20.  No  Federal  question  is  rained  in  this  case.    France  v.  Missouri,  667. 

See  Receiver. 

B.    Of  Circuit  Courts. 

See  Admiralty,  1 ; 

Constitutional  Law,  4 ; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  2. 
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C.    Of  State  Courts. 

See  Admiralty,  2,  3; 
Jurisdiction,  A,  2,  3. 

D.    Of  Probate  Courts. 
See  Executor  and  Adminibtratob. 

LEX  LOCI. 
See  Damages,  2. 

LIMITATION,  STATUTES  OF. 
See  Local  Law. 

LOCAL  LAW. 

1.  An  action  of  ejectment  was  brought  in  a  state  court  of  Alahama,  in 
which  the  parties  were  the  same,  the  lands  sought  to  be  reooyered  were 
the  same,  the  issues  were  the  same  and  the  proof  was  the  same  as  in 
this  action.  That  case  was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Slate, 
and  it  was  there  held  that,  whilst  the  plaintiffs  and  those  whom  they 
represented  had  no  legal  right  to  bring  an  action  of  ejectment  pending 
a  life  estate  in  the  premises,  yet,  in  view  of  a  probate  sale  of  the  re- 
versionary interest  and  the  recorded  title  thereto,  and  of  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  price  into  the  estate  and  its  distribution  among  the 
creditors  of  the  estate,  the  heirs  had  an  equitable  right  to  commence 
a  suit  to  remove  the  cloud  on  the  title  which  the  probate  proceedings 
created;  and,  inasmuch  as  they  had  failed  to  do  so  during  twenty 
years,  their  right  of  action  was  barred  under  the  doctrine  of  prescrip- 
tion. The  statutes  of  Alabama  provide  that  two  judgments  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  or  in  an  action  in  the 
nature  of  an  action  of  ejectment,  between  the  same  parties,  in  which 
the  same  title  is  put  in  issue,  are  a  bar  to  any  action  for  the  recovery  of 
the  land,  or  any  part  thereof,  between  the  same  parties  or  their  privies, 
founded  on  the  same  title.  The  plaintiffs,  availing  themselves  of  this 
statute,  brought  this  suit.  Hddj  that,  although  the  judgment  of  this 
court  might  be,  if  the  question  were  before  it  for  original  considera- 
tion, that  the  bar  of  the  statute  would  only  begin  to  run  upon  the 
death  of  the  holder  of  the  life  estate,  yet  that,  the  court  of  last  resort 
of  the  State  having  passed  upon  the  questions  when  the  bar  of  the 
statute  of  prescription  began  to  be  operative,  and  when  the  parties 
were  obliged  to  bring  their  action,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  those 
questions  were  purely  within  the  province  of  that  court,  and  this 
court  was  bound  to  apply  and  enforce  its  conclusions.  Balkam  v. 
Woodstock  Iron  Co.,  177. 
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2.  In  Illinois,  a  will  probated  in  Virginia  is  as  available  in  proof  as  if  pro- 
bated in  Illinois.    Long  v.  PaUorij  573. 

District  of  Columbia.    See  Statute  of  Frauds. 
Virginia.  See  Jurisdiction,  A,  2. 

MANDATE. 

The  mandate  of  this  court  in  this  case  was  fully  complied  with  by  the 
Court  of  Claims.  United  States  v.  Atchisonj  Topeka  jrc.  Railroad  Co., 
637. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

A  common  day  laborer  in  the  employ  of  a  railroad  company,  who,  while 
working  for  the  company  under  the  order  and  direction  of  a  section 
<'  boss  "  or  foreman,  on  a  culvert  on  the  line  of  the  company's  road,  re- 
ceives an  injury  by  and  through  the  negligence  of  the  conductor  and 
of  the  engineer  in  moving  and  operating  a  passenger  train  upon  the 
company's  road,  Ib  a  fellow-servant  with  such  engineer  and  such  con- 
ductor, in  such  a  sense  as  exempts  the  railroad  company  from  liability 
for  the  injury  so  inflicted.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  v.  Hambly, 
349. 

See  Railroad,  1. 

MEXICAN  GRANT. 
See  Public  Land,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6. 

MUNICIPAL  BONDS. 

1.  The  legislature  of  Iowa  had  power  to  authorize  the  city  of  Keokuk  to 

subscribe  for  and  take  stock  in  a  railway  company,  to  issue  its  bonds 
therefor  and  to  lay  a  tax  to  pay  the  interest  thereon.  Rogers  v.  Keo- 
kukj  &46 ;  Same  v.  Lee  County,  547. 

2.  It  had  also  power  to  give  validity  to  bonds  informally  issued  for  such 

purpose.    Jb. 

3.  A  plaintiff  who  purchases  such  bonds  in  the  open  market  is  not  charge- 

able with  defects  or  irregularities  in  their  issue.    Ib, 

PARTNERSHIP. 
See  Writ  of  Error,  3. 

PATENT  FOR  INVENTION 

1.  The  reissue  of  June  10, 1884,  by  which  the  patent  of  May  8, 1883,  to 
Joseph  T.  Dunham,  for  a  combined  tag  and  envelope,  with  an  end 
flap  covering  the  side  of  the  envelope,  was  so  enlarged  as  to  include  an 
envelope  with  a  flap  of  any  size  or  shape,  is  void.  Dunham  v.  Dennison 
Manufacturing  Company,  103. 
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2.  The  patent  of  November  24, 1885,  to  Joseph  T.  Dunham,  for  an  im- 
provement in  tag  envelopes,  with  a  flap  8o  oonstrncted  that  it  can  be 
opened  and  the  contents  taken  out  without  tearing  the  envelope  or 
removing  or  breaking  the  fastenings,  is  not  infringed  by  an  envelope 
in  which  the  flap  is  fastened  down  so  that  it  cannot  be  opened  with- 
out injury,  and  the  contents  are  taken  out  by  opening  a  flap  at  the 
opposite  end  of  the  envelope.    lb. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Dismissed  by  stipulation  of  counsel.     The  Niagara  v.  Van  Pety  533. 

2.  A  decree  entered  by  consent  of  parties  modifying  the  decree  of  the 

court  below.     Coggeshall  v.  Hartshorn,  533. 

3.  It  appearing  that  this  cause  was  brought  here  for  delay  only,  the  court 

dismisses  it  on  motion  of  the  defendant  in  error,  and  awards  damages 
.  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  a  year.     Watterson  v.  Payne,  534. 

4.  A  motion  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  after  the  entry  of  such  judg- 

ment to  appear  and  for  leave  to  file  a  brief  comes  too  late.    lb, 

5.  Two  records  from  the  court  below  being  docketed  here  in  the  same 

case  and  one  being  heard  and  disposed  of  by  decree  of  reversal,  the 
second  is  dismissed.     United  States  v.  Osio,  585. 

6.  The  appellant  was  a  proper  party  defendant  in  the  court  below,  and 

duly  took  his  appeal.  Connellsville  ff  Southern  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
V.  Baltimore,  553. 

7.  The  order  assigning  the  case  for  hearing  at  this  term  is  rescinded.    Jb, 

8.  After  a  cause  is  at  issue,  and  on  the  day  when  it  is  set  for  trial  before 

a  jury,  it  is  too  late  to  take  a  peremptory  exception  that  a  partner 
with  plaintiff  in  the  transaction  sued  on  is  not  a  party  plaintiff.  £ur^ 
bank  v.  Bigelow,  558. 

9.  An  objection  in  an  action  at  law  that  the  matter  of  plaintiff's  demand 

is  one  of  equitable  cognizasce  in  Federal  courts  cannot  be  taken  for 
the  first  time  in  this  court.    lb. 

10.  A  certified  question  is  answered  coupled  with  a  statement  that,  through 

subsequent  legislation,  it  has  ceased  to  be  of  any  importance.  United 
States  V.  Stafford,  590. 

11.  This  case  is  dismissed  without  an  opinion,  as  no  exceptions  appear  to 
have  been  taken  during  the  triaL    Bank  of  New  Orlea ns  v.  Caldwell,  592. 

12.  A  judgment  is  entered  according  to  the  stipulation  of  the  parties. 
Woodman  Pebbling  Machine  Co,  v.  Guild,  597. 

13.  A  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  bring  up  the  whole  testimony  for  review 
whether  the  case  has  been  tried  by  the  court,  or  by  a  jury.  Betis  v. 
Mugridge,  644. 

14.  The  refusal  of  a  charge  asked  for  which  is  wholly  immaterial  is  no 
ground  for  reversal.    Bank  of  Montreal  y.  White,  6&^, 

PRESCRIPTION. 
See  Local  Law. 
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PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  A  loan  was  negotiated  through  a  banker,  who  received  the  money  from 

the  lender,  and  failed  before  the  borrower  called  for  it.  Heldy  on  the 
facts  disclosed  by  the  proof,  that  he  held  it  as  the  agent  of  the  bor- 
rower.   Merriam  v.  Haas,  542. 

2.  B.,  who  had  transactions  with  the  appellees  who  were  bankers,  delivered 

to  them  his  five  promissory  notes  secured  by  mortgage.  The  appel- 
lant was  alJBo  a  creditor  of  B.  and  had  a  claim  npon  the  fund  in  the 
appellees'  hands.  Held,  (1)  That  the  fact  that  the  notes  were  in  the 
possession  of  the  appellees  raised  a  legal  presumption  that  they  were 
their  property ;  (2)  that  the  weight  of  the  evidence  was  in  favor  of 
the  position  that  the  appellees  were  to  be  first  paid  before  transferring 
the  notes  to  appellants.    Finley  v.  Isett,  501. 

PROBATE  COURT. 
See  Executor  and  Administrator. 

PUBLIC  LAND. 

1.  By  the  grant  of  public  land  made  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 

Company  by  the  act  of  July  2, 1864,  c.  217, 18  Stat  365,  all  mineral 
lands  other  than  iron  ei  coal  are  excluded  from  its  operation,  whether 
known  or  unknown ;  and  all  such  mineral  lands,  not  otherwise  specially 
provided  in  the  act  making  the  grant,  are  reserved  exclusively  to  the 
United  States,  the  company  having  the  right  to  select  unoccupied  and 
unappropriated  agricultural  lands  in  odd  sections,  nearest  to  the  line 
of  the  road,  in  lieu  thereof.  Borden  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co,, 
288. 

2.  Proceedings  to  obtain  a  Mexican  grant  in  California  commenced  in 

1845  and  diligently  prosecuted  up  to*  May,  1847,  when  judgment  is 
rendered  in  the  applicant's  favor,  and  title  issues  to  him,  are  held  to 
be  binding  upon  the  United  States,  in  the  absence  of  fraud.  United 
States  V.  Olvera,  538. 

3.  A  plat  made  in  1853  of  land  adjudged  to  be  covered  by  a  Mexican 

grant,  and  confirmed  in*  1862,  is  sustained  as  the  correct  designation 
of  the  property  covered  by  the  grant.     United  States  v.  De  Haro,  544. 

4.  After  a  careful  examination  of  the  proof  relating  to  the  identity  of  the 

appellants'  ancestor  with  the  grantee  from  the  Mexican  government, 
-  the  court  affirms  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  without  deciding 
the  questions  of  law.     Hardy  v.  Harbin,  598. 

5.  The  treaty  of  Guadaloupe  Hidalgo  had  no  relation  to  property  within 

the  State  of  Texas.    Basse  y^  Brownsville,  610. 

6.  When  it  does  not  appear  that  a  grant  from  the  Mexican  Republic  had 

been  deposited  and  recorded  in  the  proper  public  office,  among  the 
public  archives  of  the  republic,  this  court  must  decide  adversely  to  a 
claim  under  it.    Berreyesa  v.  United  States^  623. 

VOL.  CUV— 46 
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RAILROAD. 

1.  A  railroad  company  is  bound  to  furnish  sound  machineiy  for  the  use  of 

its  employ^  and  if  one  of  them  is  killed  in  an  accident  caused  by  a 
defective  snow-plough,  the  right  of  his  representative  to  recover  dam- 
ages therefor  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  some  two  weeks  before 
he  was  sent  out  with  the  defective  machinery,  he  had  diaeovered  the 
defect,  and  had  notified  the  master  mechanic  of  it,  and  the  latter  had 
undertaken  to  have  it  repaired.  Northern  Pacific  Raitroad  Co.  v. 
Babcockj  190. 

2.  Some  alleged  errors  in  the  charge  of  the  court  below  are  examined  and 

held  to  have  no  merit    lb. 

3.  If  an  assessing  board,  seeking  to  assess  for  purposes  of  taacation  a  part 

of  a  railroad  within  a  State,  the  other  part  of  which  is  in  an  adjoining 
State,  ascertains  the  value  of  the  whole  line  as  a  single  property  and 
then  determines  the  value  of  that  within  the  State,  upon  the  mileage 
basis,  that  is  not  a  valuation  of  property  outside  of  the  State ;  and  the 
assessing  board,  in  order  to  keep  within  the  limits  of  state  jurisdic- 
tion, need  not  treat  the  part  of  the  road  within  the  State  as  an  inde- 
pendent line,  disconnected  from  the  part  without,  and  place  upon  that 
property  only  the  value  which  can  be  given  to  it  if  operated  separately 
from  the  balance  of  the  road.  Cleveland^  CincinnaU,Ckieago  jr  St  Louis 
Railway  Co.  v.  Backus^  439. 

4.  Where  an  assessing  board  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  valuing  a  certain 

number  of  miles  of  railroad  within  a  State  forming  part  of  a  line  of 
road  running  into  another  State,  and  assesses  those  miles  of  road  at 
their  actual  cash  value  determined  on  a  mileage  basis,  this  does  not 
place  a  burden  upon  interstate  commerce,  beyond  tiie  power  of  the 
State,  simply  because  the  value  of  that  railroad  as  a  whole  is  created 
partly  —  and  perhaps  largely — by  the  interstate  commerce  which  it 
is  doing.    lb,  • 

5.  A  railroad  company  which  runs  its  line  by  telegraph,  is  bound  to  have 

a  suitable  telegraph  line,  with  a  proper  number  of  operators,  and  in 
case  of  an  accident  it  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  their  duty  in 
this  respect  has  been  performed.  Grand  TVunk  Railway  Co.  ▼.  Walker^ 
653. 

See  CoMMOX  Carrier,  2 ;  Master  akd  Servant  ; 

Constitutional  Law,  8,  5;  Tax  and  Taxation,  1, 2. 

REBELLION. 

1.  A  French  vessel  leaving  France  for  New  Orleans  in  May,  1861,  with 
knowledge  of  the  blockade,  and  obtaining  full  knowledge  of  the  same 
at  the  Bahamas,  continued  its  voyage  and  attempted  to  enter  that 
port.  Held,  that  it  was  subject  to  capture,  and  that  so  much  of  the 
cargo  as  belonged  to  citizens  of  New  Orleans  was  subject  to  condem- 
nation as  enemy's  property,  and  so  much  as  belonged  to  citiaens  of 
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New  York  to  condemnation  for  illicit  trading  with  the  enemy. 
United  States  ▼.  Halloekj  587. 

2.  This  court  afiBrms  after  the  close  of  the  civil  war,  a  judgment  con- 

demning a  vessel  and  cargo  for  violation  of  the  acts  of  July  13, 1861, 
c.  8,  and  August  6, 1861,  o.  60,  in  transferring  goods  from  Alexandria 
to  a  part  of  Virginia  then  in  a  state  of  insurrection.  Duvall  v.  United 
States,  &^. 

3.  The  liability  of  the  maJcer  of  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  of  slaves 

before  the  civil  war  was  not  affected  by  their  emancipation.  Hohnes 
V.  Sevier,  582. 

BECEIYER. 

The  removal  or  appointment  of  a  receiver  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  court  making  the  order,  and  is  not  revisable  here.  Milwaukee  jr 
Minnesota  Railroad  v.  Soutter^  540 ;  Same  v.  Same,  541. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

Part-performance  of  an  oral  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  an  interest  in 
real  estate  in  the  District  of  Columbia  takes  it  out  of  the  operation  of 
the  statute  of  frauds,  and  authorizes  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  a  full 
and  specific  performance  of  it,  if  proved.    Riggles  v.  Emey,  244. 

STATUTE. 
A.  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 
See  Admiralty,  1 ;  Public  Land  ; 

Interstate  Cohmerce  Com-  Rebellion,  2; 

MISSION,  1,  2,  9 ;  Texas  Railroad  Com* 

Jurisdiction,  A,  5;  mission,  1. 

B.  Statutes  of  States  and  Territories. 

Alabama.        See  Local  Law. 

Illinois.  See  Fort  Dearborn  Addition  to  Chicago. 

Indiana.         See  Constitutional  Law,  6. 

Kentucky.       See  Constitutional  Law,  2. 

Maryland.       See  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Montana.        See  Jurisdiction,  A,  8. 

Ohio.  See  Constitutional  Law,  2. 

Texas.  ,   jSce  Constitutional  Law,  3 ; 

Texas  Railroad  Commission,  1. 
Virginia.         See  Jurisdiction,  A,  2. 

TAX  AND  TAXATION. 

1.  When  a  railroad  runs  into  or  through  two  or  more  States,  its  value,  for 
taxation  purposes,  in  each  is  fairly  estimated  by  taking  that  part  of 
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the  value  of  the  entire  road  which  is  measured  by  the  proportion  of 
the  length  of  the  particular  part  in  that  State  to  that  of  the  whole 
road.  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnatif  Chicago  jr  St.  Lows  Railway  Co.  v. 
Backus,  421. 

2.  The  judgment  of  a  state  board  empowered  to  fix  a  valuation  for  taxa- 

tion, cannot  be  set  aside  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses  that  the  valoA- 
tion  was  other  than  that  fixed  by  the  board,  where  there  is  no 
evidence  of  fraud  or  of  gross  error  in  the  system  on  which  the  valua- 
tions were  made.    76. 

3.  A  mandamus  is  awarded  commanding  the  levy  of  a  tax.    Supervisors 

V.  Durantj  576. 

See  RAUiROAD,  8,  4. 

4.  The  right  of  a  State  to  tax  shares  of  stockholders  in  national  banking 

associations  within  its  limits  is  affirmed.   Van  Slyhe  v.  Wisccnsin,  581. 

TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 
See  Contract,  1 ; 
Damages,  1. 

TEXAS  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 

1.  The  fact  that  the  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  Company  is  a  corporation 

organized  under  a  statute  of  the  United  States,  receiving  therefrom 
the  corporal^  power  to  charge  and  collect  toUs  and  rates  for  transpor- 
tation, does  not  remove  that  company  from  the  operation  of  the  act 
of  the  legislature  of  Texas  of  April  8, 1891,  establishing  a  railroad 
commission,  as  to  business  done  wholly  within  the  State ;  but  such 
business  is  subject  to  the  control  of  the  State  in  all  matters  of  taxa> 
tion,  rates  and  other  police  regulations.  Reagan  v.  Mercantile  Trttst 
Co.,  413. 

2.  As  the  case  does  not  present  facts  requiring  it,  no  opinion  is  expressed 

on  the  power  of  the  commission  as  to  rates  on  points  on  the  raOway 
outside  of  Texas.    lb. 

TRANSFER  OP  REAL  ESTATE. 
See  Fort  Dearborn  Addition  to  Chicago. 

TREATY  OF  GUADALOUPE  HIDALGO. 
See  Public  Land,  5. 

UNITED  STATES. 
See  Contract,  4 ; 

Fort  Dearborn  Addition  to  CnicAea 

WILLS. 
See  Local  Law,  2. 
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WITNESS. 
See  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  3. 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 

1.  A  writ  of  error  is  fatally  defective  if  it  lacks  the  test  required  by  law, 

and  the  defective  writ  cannot  be  amended  here.    Moulder  v.  Forrest^ 
567. 

2.  This  court  will  not  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  a  firm,  if  the  writ  of 

error  does  not  name  the  persons  who  compose  it.     Godhe  v.  Tootle, 
576. 

3.  Writs  of  error  from  this  court  must  bear  the  test  of  the  chief  justice. 

Germain  v.  Mason,  587. 

4.  A  writ  of  error  to  the  highest  court  of  a  State  must  be  allowed,  either 

by  a  justice  of  this  court,  or  a  judge  of  that  court.    Northwestern 
Union  Packet  Co.  v.  Home  Insurance  Co*,  588. 


